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DIQEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  85-118. 


FOREST  SERVICE:  This  Act  provides  annual  appropriations  of  $119, 926,000  (net 
increase  of  $10,1|05,250  compared  with  fiscal  year  1957,  including  $2,1*99,800 
for  mandatory  retirement  fund  contributions  pursuant  to  Public  Law  851*,  approved 
July  3l\  1956).  Permanent  appropriations  are  also  available  in  the  estimated 
amount  ofv$I*2,875,100.  (At  the  end  of  this  Digest  is  a  table  which  includes  , 


/ 


appropriations  made  for  fiscal  year  1958  and  for  1956  and  1957).  Items  of  / 
major  significance  contained  in  the  Act  for  the  Forest  Service,  including /changes 
over  1957,  are  as  follows:  Forest  protection  and  utilization  -  ^93,830,000 
appropriated  (net  increase  of  9,569,250  consisting  of  increases  of  $5,161,850 
for  forest  land 'management,  $1, 230,000  for  forest  research,  and  $1,013,600  for 
State  and  private  forestry  cooperation,  in  addition  to  increases  for  retirement 
costs)*  \ 

The  Act  provides  that  of  the  $68,750,000  appropriated  for  forest  land  management, 
$5,000,000  shall  constitute  a  contingency  fund  for  use  only  tp  the  extent 
necessary  to  meet  emergency  forest  fire  situations  and  $1,760,000  shall  be  used 
inly  to  the  extent  necessary  for  control  activities  under  the  Forest  Pest  Control 
Act.  Increases  include  $5,018,100  for  recreation  and  public  use  for  the  initia¬ 
tion  of  a  5-year  development  program  of  recreational  areas,  and  $2,279,900  for 
structural  improvements,  primarily  for  construction  of  employee  housing. 

Forest  roads  and  trails  -  >2l*, 336,000  appropriated.  Assistance  to  States  for  tree 
planting  50~Q,~Q00  appropriated;  Acquisition  of  lands  for  national  forests  - 
$560,000  appropriated;  Cooperative  range  improvements  -  $700,000  appropriated. 

Y  / 

The  Act  also  includes  appropriations  for  research  in  utilization  of  saline  water. 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
National  Park  Service,  and  Virgin  Islands  Coiporation, 

Public  Law  85-78  (H.  J.  Res.  391)  TEMPORARY  APPROPRIATIONS,  1958  (approved  July 
1,  1957).  Makes  temporary  appropriations ’for  the  fiscal  vear  1958  of  such  amounts 
as  may  be  necessary  for  continuing  certain  activities,  including  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  the  mutual  security  program,  uhtil  July  31,  1957,  or  pending 
^actment  of  the  regular  appropriation  acts,  whichever  occurs  first. 

Public  Law  85-79  (S.  22i*3)  AT0MIC/P0WER  PROGRAM  REVIEW  (approved  July  3,  1957). 
Amends  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of  19$hf  as  amended,  so  asVto  provide  that  an 
authorization  for  appropriations  must  be  obtained  by  the 'Atomic  Energy  Commission 
for  funds  necessary  to  carry  out  certain  cooperative  programs  for  the  development 
and  construction  of  reactorsi 


Public  Law  85-92  (H.  R.  72'59)  TOBACCO  PRICE  SUPPORTS  (approved July  10,  1957). 
Provides  that  beginning  with  the  1958  crop  Virginia  fire-cured  tobacco,  type  21, 
shall  be  treated  as  a  "kind"  of  tobacco  for  marketing  quota  purposes  (except  in 
a  referendum  of  growers),  and  beginning  with  the  1958  crop,  the  levels  of  price 
support  for  fire-cured,  dark  air-cured  and  Virginia  sun-cured  tobacco  shall  not 
exceed  the  higher  of  the  levels  applicable  to  the  1957  crop,  or  90  percent  of 
parity  (the  price  support  levels  for  these  kinds  of  tobacco  have  been  fixed  at 
percentages  of  the  Burley  loan  rate).  V 

Public  Law  85^96  (H.  J.  Res.  172)  SALE  OF  EXTRA  LONG  STAPLE  COTTON  (approved  July 
10,  1957).  .  Provides  that  fifty  thousand  bales  of  domestically  grown  extra  long 
staple  cotton  in  the  stockpile  (including  any  cotton  which  does  not  meet  current 
stockpile  specifications,  established  pursuant  to  the  Strategic  and  Critical 
Materials  Stockpiling  Act,  as  amended),  shall  be  withdrawn  and  transferred  to  the 
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Commodity  Credit  Corporatiinn  for  sale  at  not  less  than  the  prices  at  which  CCC 
may  sell  its  stocks  under  the  minimum  pricing  provision  of  Sec.  1*07  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  19l*9,  as  amended.  Proceeds  from  such  sale,  less  costs  in/* 
curred  by  CCC,  including  administrative  expense,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  shall  be  covered  into  the  Treasury  of  the  U.  S.  as  miscellaneous 
receipts. 

Public  Law  85-98  (S.  1*5)  SALE  OF  LAVJD  TO  CENTRAL,  NEW  MEXICO  (approved  July  11, 
l9!>7)  •  Authorizes  and  directs  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  sell  at  market 
value  to  the  village  of  Central,  New  Mexico,  approximately  £8  acres  of  land  oxmed 
by  the  U.  S.  and  administered  by  this  Department  in  connection  ij&'th  the  Gila 
National  Forest. 


/ 


Public  Law  85-99  (S.  937)  FREIGHT  RATE  CHARGES  (approved  July  11,  1957). 

Provides  for  the  publication  of  freight  rates  by  rail  and^water  carriers  operating 
over  circuitous  routes  to  meet  the  charges  of  carriers  of  the  same  type  operating 
over  more  direct  routes  without  further  authorization/from  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission.  Provides  that  such  rates  established  over  circuitous 
routes  shall  not  be  used  as  evidence  on  the  issue  of  the  compensatory  character 
of  rates  involved  in  other  proceedings. 


Public  Law  85-101*  (H.  R.  6659)  HOUSING 'ACT  OP/1957  (approved  July  12,  1957). 
Extends  and  amends  laws  relating  to  housing  and  mortgage  credit.  Authorizes 
and  directs  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  administrator  to  make  $300,000  available, 
during  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1958  and  1959,  for  research  and  study  of  farm 
housing  in  the  U.  S.  by  land-grant  colleges  financed  by  grants  from  the  Adminis¬ 
trator.  /  \ 


A 


Public  Law  85-105  (S.  609)  PEANUT  STATISTICS  REPORTS  (approved  July  17,  1957). 
Amends  the  Act  of  June  2l*,  1936,  as  amended  (relating  to  the  collection  and 
publication  of  peanut  statistics),  to  delete  the  requirement  for  reports  from 
persons  owning  or  operating  peanut  picking  and  threshing  machines. 

/  \ 

Public  Law  85-111  (H.  R.  632)  CROP  INSURANCE  IN  PUERTO  RICO  (approved  July  23, 
1957).  Amends  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act  so  as  to  provide  standby  authority 
for  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  to  provide  reinsurance  on  any  crop 
or  plantation  insurance  provided  in  Puerto  Rico  by  a  duly  authorized  agency  of 
Puerto  Rico,  in  the  event  private  companies  now  furnishing  the  reinsurance  should 
terminate  their  reinsurance  contracts.  \ 

Public  Law  85-112  (S.  977)  EAST  BENCH  RECLAMATION  PROJECT  (approved  July  2i*, 
1957).  Modifies the  application  of  the  excess-land  provisions  of  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws  so  as  to  permit  the  establishment  of  irrigated  farms  of  more 
than  160  acres  on  the  East  Bench  unit  of  the  Missouri  River  Basin  project  that 
will  be  of  a  size  sufficient  to  provide  suitable  family  livelihood  and  to  meet 
the  cost  of  -water  service. 

Public  Law  85-117  (H.  R.  7665)  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  APPROPRIATION  ACT,  1958 
approved  August  2,  1957).  Includes  a  buy-American  provision  regarding  food, 
clothing,  etc. 


Public  Law  85-118  (H.  R.  7l*l*l)  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMIN¬ 
ISTRATION  APPROPRIATION  ACT,  1958  (approved  August  2,  1957).  Provides  annual 
appropriations  for  regular  activities  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for 
fiscal  year  1958  in  the  amount  of  $1,583,678,81*8  plus  $81*3,076,238  under  Title 
“  Special  Activities.  The  Act  also  authorizes  borrowings  from  the  Secretary 
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of  the  Treasury  in  the  amount  of  $!4L8, 500,000,  and  under  Title  II  of  the  Act, 
provides  for  a  CCC  corporate  administrative  expense  limitation  of  $35*398,000. 
(which,  as  in  1956  and  1957,  includes  $1,000,000  to  be  used  only  for  e^jcpanding 
and  strengthening  the  Corporation’ s  sales  program) ,  and  the  restoration  of  the 
capital  impairment  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  the  amount  of  $1,239,788,671. 
Permanent  appropriations  are  available  in  the  estimated  amount  of  $251,214', 837. 
Title  IV  of  the  Act  provides  limvtations  on  administrative  expenses  totaling 
not  to  exceed  05,5>75,OOO  for  the  Farm  Credit  Administration.  (At  the  end  of 
this  digest  is  a  table  reflecting  appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1958,  including 
all  supplemental  appropriations  to  date,  and  for  1956  and  1957.), 

Increases  over  1957  were  provided  to  meet  mandatory  retirement  fund  contributions 
pursuant  to  Public  Law-  85U,  8Lth  Congress,  approved  July  31,  1956. 

Items  of  major  significance  contained  in  the  Act  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  including  amounts  of  increase  or  decrease  as  compared  with  fiscal  year 


,  other  than  increases  for  retirement  fund  contributions,  are  as  folloxis: 


AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE:  $131,306,598  appropriated  (net  decrease  of 
$13,877,110  due  primarily  to  elimination  of  non-recurring  appropriation  of 
$16,250,000  in  1957  for  animal  disease  laboratory  facilities).  Changes  include: 

Salaries  and  Expenses  -  Increases  of  $2,165,000  for  soil  and  water  conservation 
research  (including  construction  of  facilities);  $1,000,000  for  utilization 
research;  $ii00,000  to  strengthen  plant  quarantine  inspection  service;  and 
$21^0,000  for  meat  inspection.  Payments  to  States  -  increase  of  $850,000  to 
strengthen  and  expand  research  programs  of  the  State  Agricultural  Experiment 
Stations. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE  (principally  payments  to  States):  $60,235,5^0  appropriated 
(increase  of  $6,206,5^0,  primarily  for  retirement  costs  for  extension  agents, 
and  $250,000  for  rural  development  work  in  States  which  heretofore  have  had  no 
ral  development  program) • 


AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  SERVICE:  Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates  - 
$1.U, 116,700  appropriated  (increase  of  "$'75 , 000  in  addition  to  retirement  'costs')-; 
Marketing  services  -  $li;,27U,900  appropriated;  Payments  to  States  -  $1,160,000 
appropriated;  School  Lunch  Program  -  $100,000,000  appropriated. 

FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE:  $U,002,300  appropriated  (increase  of  $100,000  to 
provide  for  home  leave  costs  of  agricultural  attaches  ) . 

COMMODITY  STABILIZATION  SERVICE:  Acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas  - 
$L0, 715,000  appropriated;  Sugar  Act  Program  -  $67,662,500  appropriated. 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION:  $6,376,700  appropriated.  Act  continues  to 
provide  that  not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  of  administrative  and  operating  expenses 
may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION:  Loan  Authorizations  -  $239,000,000 
consisting  of  $179,000,000  for  electrification  loans  (decrease  of  $235,000,000), 
and  $60,000,000  for  telephone  loans  ( decrease  of  $i|0, 000,000) ;  Salaries  and 
expenses  -  $9,030,95*0  appropriated. 
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FAHMERS'*  HOME  ADMINISTRATION :  Loan  Authorizations  -  $209,500,000  consisting  of 
$2U,000,000  for  farm  ownership  loans  (a  decrease  of  '>26,000,000);  >180,000,000 

for  production  and  subsistence  loans  (same  as  last  year);  $5,500,000  for  soil 
and  water  conservation  loans  (same  as  last  year);  Salaries  and  expenses  - 
$29,08 9,500  appropriated, 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE:  Conservation  operations  -  $72,5U5,000  appropriated 
(increase  of  $1,693,250  to  furnish  technical  assistance  to  new  soil  conservation 
districts  and  to  low-income  farmers,  and  to  accelerate  ssil  surveys  and  prepare 
soil  surveys);  Watershed  protection  -  $25,500,000  appropriated  (increase  of 
$7,596,000)  in  addition  to  retirement  costs;  Flood  prevention  -  $13,220,000 
appropriated  (increase  of  $1,011,000)  to  accelerate  the  installation  of  works  of 
improvement;  Water  conservation  and  utilization  projects  -  $350,000  appropriated 
(increase  of  $110,300  to  provide  for  maintenance '  of '  Ian  cl  development  on  the 
Eden  Valley  Project  in  looming) • 


GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM:  $10,000,000  appropriated,  to  remain  available 
until  expended.  This  is  a  new  appropriation  to  provide  funds  for  carrying  into 
effect  a  Great  Plains  Conservation  Program  authorized  by  Public  Law  1021, 

81rth  Congress,  approved  August  7,  1956* 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM  SERVICE:  $212,000,000  appropriated  which, 
together  with  balances  available  under  the  1955  program,  will  provide  the  full 
$250,000,000  authorized  for  the  1957  program.  Of  the  amount  appropriated,  not 
to  exceed  $2^,698,000  (same  as  1957)  is  for  administrative  expenses.  The  Act 
also  provides  for  a  program  authorization  of  $250,000,000  for  the  1958  crop 
year,  of  which  $2,500,000  shall  be  available  for  technical  assistance  in  form¬ 
ulating  and  carrying  out  agricultural  conservation  practices,  and  $1,000,000 
for  conservation  practices  related  directly  to  flood  prevention  work  in 
approved  watersheds. 

SOIL  BANK  PROGRAMS:  Conservation  Reserve  Program  -  $162,9^0,000  appropriated, 
of  which  not  to  exceed  $18,000,000  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses. 
Act  also  lirrr  ts  payments  to  producers  to  $325,000,000  in  any  calendar  year; 

Soil  Bank  Act  provides  $$50,000,000;  Acreage  Reserve  Program  -  $600,000,000 
appropriated,  of  which  not  to  exceed  $3^, "500,000  shall  be  available  for  administra¬ 
tive  expenses.  Act  also  limits  payments  to  producers  to  $500,000,000  with 
respect  to  1958  crops  and  further  limits  payment  to  ary  one  producer  to  $3,000 
with  respect  to  1958  crops. 


SPECIAL  ACTIVITIES:  The  Act  provides  the  following  appropriations  for  repayment 
to  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  authorized  proprams  in  1956:  Advances 
for  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  and  other  contagious  diseases  of  animals  and 

poultry  -  $l,853,$5o  appropriated;  Advances  for  eradiation  of  brucellosis  in* 

cattle  -  $16,728,210  appropriated;  Advances  for  costs  incurred  for  inspecting 
and  grading  tobacco  and  classing  cotton  -  $80,$ii9;  International  Wheat  Agreement  - 
$92,930,611  appropriated;  Emergency  famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples  - 
$9h,U83,5l8  appropriated;  Sales  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign 
currencies  -  $637,000,000  appropriated. 


Public  Law  85-120  (S.  250b)  SMALL  BUSINESS  ACT  EXTENSION  (approved  August  3/ 

1957 )  •  Amends’  the  Small  Business  Act  of  1953  so  as  to  extend  the  Small  Business 
Administration  for*  one--yearuumtil  July_  31,--195&r  and  to  increase  the  authorization 
for  it's  business  loan  revolving  fund  by  $75  million. 
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Res,  56,  creating  a  select  committee  to  conduct  a  study  and  investigation  of 
theu  problems  of  S?1ALL  BUSINESS  (agreed  to  Jan.  31,  1957). 


H.  Res,  no ,  authorizing  the  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  to  conduct  studies  and 
investigations  relating  to  HOUSING  (agreed  to  Feb.  5,  1957). 

H.  Res.  89,  fixing  the  size  of  STANDING  COMMITTEES  during  the  85% Congress 
(agreed  to  Jan.  10V1957). 


H.  Res.  128,  authorizingxthe  House  Administration  Committee/to  continue  during 
the  85th  Congress  the  studv  and  investigation  of  unnecessary  Government  PRINTING 
and  PAPERWORK  (agreed  to  Feoy.7,  1957)* 

H.  Res.  139,  authorizing  the  POST  -OFFICE  AND  CIVIL^SERVICE  COMMITTEE  to  conduct 
investigations  into  matters  within  Its  jurisdiction  (agreed  to  Feb.  7,  1957) 

H,  Res.  liiO,  providing  funds  for  POST  OFFICE 'AND  CIVIL  SERVICE  COMMITTEE 
investigations  pursuant  to  H.  Res.  139  above,^ agreed  to  Feb.  7 ,  1957). 


H.  Res.  lij.6,  providing  funds  for  investigations  of  the  SMALL  BUSINESS  COMMITTEE 


(agreed  to  Feb.  7,  1957). 


y 


/ 


H.  Res,  157,  authorizes  the  AGRICULTURE  COI'MITTEE  to  conduct  investigations  into 
matters  within  its  jurisdiction  (agreed  to  March  5,  1957). 

H.  Res,  163,  providing  $50, 000  for  investigations  by  the  AGRIC^t^njRF  COMMITTEE, 
pursuant  to  H.  Res.  157  above  (agreed  to  March  18,  1957).  \ 

/  N 

H.  Res.  275,  amends  H.  Res.  157  above  so  as  to  authorize  investigationK^y  the 
AGRICULTURE  COMMITTEE 
Aug.  29,  1957). 

;»4|06, 


►  nCO  «  JLZ)  I  CL  UUVC  ov  CtO  UVJ  dU.OiIVJi.  IZiC  XI 1 V  D  OX  £^d  OXvJilO^iX/.y  o. 

outside  (in  addition  to  within)  the  U.  S.  (agreed  to.,. 


H.  Res, 


authorizes  investigations  by  the  House  Administration  Committee  of 


the  HATCH  ACT  and  other  restrictions  on  political  participation  by  Federal 
^ployees  (agreed  to  Aug.  22,  1957) 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


Appropriations,  Fiscal  Years  1956,  1937 ,  and  1958 

[Note. — Amounts  include  all  supplemental  appropriations  to  date  and 
fiscal  years  1956  and  1957  are  adjusted  for  comparability  with 
the  appropriation  structure  in  1956*] 


Agency  or  Item 

Appropriations 

1956 

1957 

1958 

ANNUAL  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  REGUIAR 
ACTIVITIES: 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE: 

Salaries  and  expenses: 

Research . . . . 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pe6t 

control  b / . . 

Meat  inspection . . 

« 

■ 

> 

a/$4l, 914*169 

cj  20,652,954 
15,369,019 

$53,786,000 

d/  29,754,000 
15,650*000 

$57,795, 890, 

e/  30,082,0 
16,826,000 

Total,  Salaries  and  expenses  ..... 
State  Experiment  Stations; 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska, 
and  Puerto  Rico  . . 

77,936,152 

99,180,000 

104,702,890' 

2^,753,708 

am  am 

29,503,708 
f/  250,000 

30,353,708 

250,000 

Penalty  mail . . 

Total,  State  Experiment  Stations  . 
Diseases  of  animals  and  poultry  - 
eradication  activities  . . 

24,753,708 

tJ. 

h  /  250,000 

29,753,708 

a - 

i/  16,250,000 

30,603,708, 

&/ 

Animal  disease  laboratory  facilities 
Total,  Agricultural  Research  Service 

102,939,850 

145,183 ,708 

135,306,598 

a/  Includes  $150,000  appropriated  in  Department  of  Interior  and  Related  Agencies 
Appropriation  Act,  1956. 

b/  Includes  contingency  funds  for  use  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emergency 
outbreaks  of  insects  and  plant  diseases,  as  follows:  1956,  $1,650,000; 

1957*  $6,900,000  of  which  $1,250,000  was  made  immediately  available  for  use 
in  1956;  1958  $1,000,000. 

cj  Includes  $972,220  appropriated  in  the  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1956 
d/  Includes  $2,500,000  appropriated  in  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1957* 
and  $950,000  provided  in  the  Second  Urgent  Deficiency  Appropriation  Act,  1957* 
to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  other  appropriations  of  the  Department, 
e/  Includes  $4,000,000  appropriated  in  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1958. 
f/  Included  in  the  Third  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1957*  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  "Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico,  Extension 
Service" . 

g/  Acts  contain  language  authorizing  the  Secretary  to  transfer  from  any  funds  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Department  amounts  necessary  to  finance  the  eradication  of  foot-and- 
mouth  and  other  contagious  diseases,  to  be  available  only  in  an  emergency  which 
threatens  the  livestock  or  poultry  industry  of  the  country,  and  limit  funds  for 
eradication  of  vesicular  exanthema  of  swine  to:  1956,  $2,250,000;  1957, 
$1,550,000;  and  1958-,  $1,270,000.  > 

h/  Appropriated  in  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,.  1956. 
i /  Appropriated  in  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1957* 
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Agency  or  Item 


ANNUAL  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  REGUIAR 

ACTIVITIES  -  Continued: 

EXTENSION  SERVICE: 

Cooperative  Extension  work,  Payments 
and  expenses: 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska, 

and  Puerto  Rico . . 

Retirement  costs  for  extension 

agents  . . 

Penalty  mail . . . . 

Federal  Extension  Service  . 

Total,  Extension  Service  . . 


FARMER  COOPERATIVE  SERVICE 


i) 


FOREST  SERVICE: 

Forest  protection  and  utilization: 

Forest  land  management  b / . 

Forest  research  . 

State  and  private  forestry  coopera 

tion . 

Total,  Forest  protection  and 

utilization  . 

Forest  roads  and  trails  . 

Assistance  to  States  for  tree  plant¬ 
ing  . 

Acquisition  of  lands  for  national 
forests: 

Cache  National  Forest,  Utah  . 

Superior  National  Forest  . 

Special  Acts  (Cache  National  For¬ 
est  -  appropriation  of  receipts) 
Cooperative  range  improvements  .... 
Total,  Forest  Service  . . 


195S” 


^5  >75 ,000 


1,650,000 

1,980,000 

£9,105,000 


427,000 


99,271,569 


Approp: 


riations 


957 


49,865,000 


1/  2,164,000 

2,000,000 

54,029,000 


550,000 


c/  54,789, 271:d/  61,915,750: 
8,392,317:  10,155,000: 

11,382,129:  12,190,000: 

68,750,000 

11,835,000 

13,245,000 

74,563,717: 

84,260,750: 

93,830,000 

£/ 

23, 997, 852 :e/ 

24,000,000:  e] 

24,336,000 

•»  • 

-  -  : 

500,000 

:£/ 

50,000: 

50,000 

&/ 

-  -  :h/ 

500,000 :ej 

500,000 

10,000: 

10,000: 

10,000 

700, 000 :e/ 

700,000: 

700,000 

109,520,750 


1958" 


50,715,000 

5,260,000 

2,164,000 

2,096,540 

60,235,5^0 


578,000 


a/  Includes  $514,000  provided  in  the  Third  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1957,  to 
.  be  derived  by  transfer  from  "Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto 
Rico,  Extension  Service". 

b/  Includes  contingency  funds  for  use  to  the  extent  necessary  as  follows:  (l)  .for 
the  Forest  Pest  Control  Act,  1956,  $3,137,500;  1957,  $1,751,000;  1958,  $1,760, 00Q 
$n&  :(2)  for  emergency  forest  fire  fighting,  ■  195.6,.  $1,750,000;  1957,  $1,750,000; 

1958,  $5,000,000. 

c/  Includes  supplemental  appropriations  as  follows:  National  Forest  Protection  and 
Management,  $300,000  in  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1956  and  $200,000  in 
Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1956;  Fighting  Forest  Fires,  $5,250,000 
appropriated  in  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1956. 

d/  Includes  supplemental  appropriations  as  follows:  Fighting  Forest  Fires,  $5,000,00C 
appropriated  and  $1,500,000  authorized  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  other  ap¬ 
propriations  available  to  the  Department  in  the  Second  Urgent  Deficiency  Appro¬ 
priation  Act,  1957;  Control  of  Forest  Pests,  $800,000  authorized  to  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  other  appropriations  available  to  the  Department  in  the  Third 
Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1957. 

e/  In  addition,  prior  year  balances  available. 

f/  Appropriated  in  the  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1957. 

£/  Prior  year  balances  available. 

h/  Appropriated  in  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1957.  In  addition,  prior 
year  balances  available. 
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Agency  or  Item 

Appropriations 

1956 

1957 

1958 

ANNUAL  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  REGULAR 
ACTIVITIES  -  Continued: 

AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  SERVICE: 
Marketing  research  and  service: 
Marketing  research  and  agricultural 
estimates . . . 

11,884,976 

12,669,830 

13,437,000 

13,020,000 

14,116,700 
a/  15,574,900 

Marketing  services  . . . 

Total,  Marketing  research  and 

service  . . 

Payments  to  States  ................. 

24,554,806 

1,000,000 

83,235,272 

26,457,000 

1,160,000 

100,000,000 

29,691,600 

1,160,000 

100,000,000 

School  lunch  program  . . . 

Total,  Agricultural  Marketing 

Service  . . . 

108,790,078 

127,617,000 

130,851,600 

FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE  . 

COMMODITY  EXCHANGE  AUTHORITY . 

COMMODITY  STABILIZATION  SERVICE: 
Acreage  allotments  and  marketing 
quotas  . . . 

3,443,063 

3,750,000 

4,002,300 

b/  775,000 

787,400 

832,00C 

38,917,706 

59,600,000 

40,963,000 

67,600,000 

40,715,000 

67,662,500 

Sugar  Act  program . . . 

Total,  Commodity  Stabilization 
Service . . . 

98,517,706 

108,563,000 

108,377,500 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION 
(Operating  and  administrative 
expenses)  . . 

c/  6,210,016 

c/  6,210,000 

c /  6,376,700 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 
(Salaries  and  expenses)  . . . 

FARMERS*  HOME  ADMINISTRATION  (Salaries 
and  expenses )  . . . 

8,135,862 

8,600,000 

9,030,950 

d/  26,339,544 

e/  27,750,000 

29,089,506 

OFFICE  OF  THE  GENERAL  COUNSEL . 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY . 

f/  2,657,000 

g/  2,785,000 

2,943,000 

2,488,958 

h/  2,523,400 

2,660,660 

OFFICE  OF  INFORMATION . 

1,298,600 

1,325,000 

1,367,500 

LIBRARY  . 

6qq  o«;n 

77?_nm 

- - '  “^7  . — - L  '.-Z. 

a/  Includes  $1,300,000  appropriated  in  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1958. 
b/  Includes  $33,000  appropriated  in  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1956. 
c/  In  addition.  Appropriation  Acts  provide  that  premium  income  may  be  used  for 
operating  and  administrative  expenses,  as  follows;  1956,  $1,500,000;  1957  and 
1958,  $2,000,000. 

5/  prudes  $350,000  appropriated  in  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1956  and 
$1,500,000  appropriated  in  the  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1956. 
e/  Includes  $1,000,000  appropriated  in  the  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act, 1957' 
fj  Includes  $40,000  appropriated  in  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1956. 
g/  Includes  $45,000  appropriated  in  the  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1957. 
h/  Includes  $23,400  provided  in  the  Third  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1957,  to 
be  derived  by  transfer  from  other  appropriations  available  to  the  Department. 


Agency  or  Item 

Appropriations 

1956 

1957 

1958 

ANNUAL  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  REGULAR 

ACTIVITIES  -  Continued: 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE: 

Conservation  operations  .... 

62,9^2,759 

n,/  Tl.QQli.  24? 

67*500,000 
a/  17,500,000 
a/  12,000,000 

a/  232,000 

72,545*000 
a/  25*500,000 
a /  13,220,000 

a/  350,000 

Watershed  protection  , 

Flood  prevention  . 

a/  10  000  000 

Water  conservation  and  utilization 
projects  . 

Cl  [  JLSJ  y  \J\J\J  y 

b/  -  - 

Total,  Soil  Conservation  Service  .. 

"oF,  937, 002 

97,232,000 

111,615,000 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM  .... 

10,000,000 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
SERVICE: 

Agricultural  conservation  program  , . 
Emergency  conservation  measures  .... 
Total,  Agricultural  Conservation 
Program  Service  . 

214,500,000 

227,500,000 
d/  4,000,000 

pc' 

ro  (-■ 

0  ro 

Vi 

O  O 

O  O 

O  O 

M  V. 

0  0 

0  0 

0  0 

214,500,000 

231,500,000 

232,000,000 

SOIL  BANK  PROGRAMS: 

Conservation  reserve  nrogram 

Acreage  reserve  program  . 

-  - 

f/l62,940,000 

g/600,000,000 

Total,  Soil  Bank  Programs 

-  - 

-  - 

762,940,000 

Deduct,  to  avoid  duplication  in  total, 
amounts  transferred  for  pay  act  costs 
in  1956  and  amounts  transferred  pur¬ 
suant  to  provisions  in  the  Second 
Urgent  Deficiency  Appropriation  Act, 
1957  and  the  Third  Supplemental 
Appropriation  Act ,  1957  . 

-985*000 

-4,037*400 

TOTAL,  ANNUAL  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  REGULAR 
ACTIVITIES  . 

809,551,198 

924,623,858 

1,728,904,848 

SUBSCRIPTION  TO  CAPITAL  STOCK,  FEDERAL 
CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION  . 

h/  13,000,000 

a/  In  addition,  prior  year  balances  available. 

b/  Prior  year  balances  available. 

c/  Act  authorizes  the  formulation  of  a  1958  crop-year  program  amounting  to 
$250,000,000. 

d/  Appropriated  in  the  Third  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1957  to  be  available 
until  June  30,  1958. 

e/  Included  in  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1958.  In  addition,  prior  year 
balances  available . 

f/  Appropriation  Act  contains  a  provision  limiting  payments  to  producers  under  the 
Conservation  Reserve  Program  to  not  to  exceed  $325*000,000  in  any  calendar  year. 

6 /  appropriation  Act  includes  advance  authorization  of  $500,000,000  for  formulating 
and  administering  an  acreage  reserve  program  with  respect  to  the  1958  crops. 

h/  Appropriated  in  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1957. 


Agency  or  Item 

RESTORATION  OF  CAPITAL  IMPAIRMENT, 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION. . . 

CORPORATE  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSE  LIMI¬ 
TATION,  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION  M 

SPECIAL  ACTIVITIES: 

Appropriations  for  repayment  to  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  for  author¬ 
ized  programs  in  195h,  1955’  and  1956: 
Agricultural  Research  Service: 

For  advances  for  eradication  of 
foot-and-mouth  and  other  contag¬ 
ious  diseases  of  animals  and 

poultry  . . . 

For  advances  for  eradication  of 
brucellosis  in  cattle  • 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service: 

For  advances  for  costs  incurred  for 
inspecting  and  grading  tobacco 
and  classing  cotton 
Commodity  Stabilization  Service: 

For  special  commodity  disposal 
programs : 

International  Wheat  Agreement ...... 

Emergency  famine  relief  to 
friendly  peoples  •••••••••••••••• 

Sales  of  surplus  agricultural 
commodities  for  foreign  curren¬ 
cies  (P.L.  k80,  sp  proved 

July  10,  195k) . 

Transfer  of  hay  and  pasture  seeds 
(P.L.  525*  approved  July  26, 

195U) . . . 

Emergency  Feed  Assistance  in 
disaster  areas 

Transfer  of  -wheat  to  Pakistan . 

TOTAL,  SPECIAL  ACTIVITIES  . 

PERMANENT  APPROPRIATIONS: 

General  Fund  appropriations: 

Payments  to  school  funds,  Arizona  and 
New  Mexico,  National  forests  receipts 
Removal  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  (30$  of  customs  receipts).. 
National  Wool  Act,  Agriculture  ...... 

Total.. . . . . 


Appropriations 


w 


1 

s  1,63k, 669 

0 

• 

: 

:a/  30,750,000 

• 

929,287,178:1,239,788,671 

• 

• 

•  » 
m 

b/  33, 000, 000 :c/  35,398,000 

i - — - H 

• 

: 

* 

• 

: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

* 

• 

: 

:  5,788,897 

1,269,330 

1,853,850 

• 

0 

* 

11, 791,62k 

16,728,210 

• 

m 

• 

:  -  - 

« 

• 

367,780 

80,kk9 

• 

• 

»  57,378,551 

101,130,155 

92 , 930, 611 

:  9,5U5,830 

0 

0 

88,628,927 

9k,k83,5l8 

0 

m 

• 

m 

0 

67,877,228 

637,000,000 

18k, 67 8 

mm  mm 

0 

:  kS, 100, 000 

mm  0m 

mm  mm 

«...  69,3.85,831 

•m  mm 

-  - 

:  18k.199.109 

270,8k9,68£ 

Hk3.076.23F 

• 

• 

: 

: 

: 

:  Ilk, 301 

129, kOk 

129, kOO 

• 

:d/l66,766,825 

d/199,976,003 

CO 

rH 

£ 

•V 

o 

C\J 

Cvl 

:  187,68k 

2,020,975 

.  29,671^9 

:  167,068,810 

$027126,582 

250,679723^ 

a/  Includes  ^3, 177 >058  authorized  in  the  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act. 
1956. 

b/  Includes  supplemental  authorization  of  $2,000,000  in  the  Third  Supplemental 
Appropriation  Act,  1957. 

c/  Appropriation  Act  provides  that  not  less  than  7%  of  the  limitation  shall  be 
placed  in  reserve  for  use  only  as  necessary  to  carry  out  program  operations, 
d/  In  addition,  prior  year  balances  available. 
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Agency  or  Item 

PERMANENT  APPROPRIATIONS  -  Continued; 

Appropriations  from  special  sources: 
Expenses,  brush  disposal,  Forest 
Service  (special  receipt  fund)  . .... 

Forest  fire  prevention  ...... . , . 

Payment  to  Minnesota  (Cook,  Lake, 
and  St,  Louis  counties)  from 

National  forest  receipts  . . . 

Payment  due  counties,  submarginal 
land  program,  Farm  Tenant  Act 

(receipt  funds)  ... . . 

Payments  to  States  and  Territories 
from  the  National  forests  fund  , • . . . 
Roads  and  trails  for  States, 

National  forests  fund  ...... 

Perishable  Agricultural  Commodities 
Act  fund  ( special  receipt  funds )  , , , 
Total  . 

TOTAL,  PERMANENT  APPROPRIATIONS . 

10AN  AUTHORIZATIONS: 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 
loans: 

Rural  electrification  . 

Rural  telephone  . . . . . 

Total,  Rural  Electrification 
Administration 


Appropriations 


1956 

1957 

1958” 

a /  3,447,061 

1/  19,955 

a /  2,873,212 

a/  15, 585 

2/ 

2/ 

4,500,000 

15,000 

46,234 

46,497 

48,ooo 

460,619 

490,565 

425,000 

19,381,155 

28,490,343 

26,969,200 

a/  7,753,873 

a /  11,398,646 

10,788,500 

a/  438,637 

a/  532,690 

a/ 

662,000 

31,547,534 

"437547, 538" 

43,407,700 

198,616,344 

245,973,920 

294,086,937 

b/l60,000,000 
e/  75,000,000 

c/4l4,000,000 

f/j. 00, 000,000 

a /  179*000,000 
g/  60,000,000 

235,000,000 

514:  ,000,000 

239,000,000 

In  addition,  prior  year  balances  available, 

,b/  In  addition.  Act  provided  a  contingency  authorization  of  $100,000,000,  Includ¬ 
ing  the  carryover  of  funds  from  prior  years,  electrification  loans  amounting  to 
$192,719*356  were  made  in  fiscal  year  1956. 
c/  Includes  supplemental  loan  authorization  of  $200,000,000  provided  in  the  Second 
Urgent  Deficiency  Appropriation  Act,  1957»  Including  the  carryover  of  funds 
from  prior  years,  electrification  loans  amounting  to  $300,461,514  were  made  in 
fiscal  year  1957. 

£/  Includes  a  reserve  authorization  of  $20,000,000.  In  addition,  prior  year  bal¬ 
ances  available. 

®/  Including  the  carryover  of  funds  from  prior  years,  telephone  loans  amounting 

.p/^-P  $80,980,000  were  made  in  fiscal  year  1956. 

Includes  reserve  authorization  of  $20,000,000  for  use  to  the  extent  necessary 

for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  development  of  the  rural  telephone  program. 
Including  the  carryover  of  funds  from  prior  years,  telephone  loans  amounting 
to  $81,729,000  were  made  in  fiscal  year  1957* 

§/  Includes  a  reserve  authorization  of  $10,000,000.  In  addition,  prior  year  bal¬ 
ances  available. 
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Agency  or  Item 

Appropriations 

1956  :  1957 

1958 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS  -  Continued: 

Farmers'  Home  Administration  Loans: 

Farm  ownership  . . 

• 

0 

• 

• 

• 

19, 000, 000 :a/  50,000,000 

b /  5, 000, 000: c/450, 000, 000 

• 

d/137, 500, 000: e/l80, 000, 000 
11,500,000:  5,500,000 

24,000,000 

Farm  housing  . 

Farm  operating  (production  and  sub¬ 
sistence  )  . 

180,000,000 

5,500,000 

Soil  and  water  conservation  . , . 

Total,  Farmers1  Home  Administration 
TOTAL,  LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS . 

173,000,000:  685,500,000 

209,500,000 

408,000,000:1,199,500,000" 

448,500,000 

NOTE,- -The  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1957,  also  included,  under  the 

heading  "Related  Agencies",  an  appropriation  of  $150,000  for  the  Commission 
on  Increased  Industrial  Use  of  Agricultural  Products  authorized  by  section 
209  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  19 56.  ( 

a/  Includes  supplemental  authorization  of  $26,000,000  included  in  the  Third  Sup¬ 
plemental  Appropriation  Act,  1957. 
b/  Authorized  in  the  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1956* 
c/  Authorized  by  P,L.  1020,  approved  August  7,  195 6,  for  use  during  fiscal  years 
1957  to  1961,  inclusive „  / 

d/  Includes  $15,000,000  authorized  in  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act ,  1956. 
e/  Includes  authorization  of  $15,000,000  for  use  to  the  extent -necessary  for  the 
expeditious  and  orderly  conduct  of  the  loan  program* 
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r AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1958.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported 
without  amendment  this  bill,  H.R.  7441  (H.  Rept.  438).  pp.  6007-8 

Representatives  of  the  Department  agencies  have  been  advised  in  detail 
of  the  Committee’s  actions  on  the  estimates  for  the  Department.  Copies  of  the 
bill  and  committee  report  will  be  distributed  directly  to  the  agency  budget 
offices,  as  soon  as  received,  pursuant  to  a  distribution  list  that  has  been 
worked  out  with  the  Department  agencies.  The  agencies  will  receive  the 
material  at  the  same  time  this  office  will  receive  it.  The  material  will  not 
be  distributed  from  this  office.  In  general,  copies  should  be  obtained  from 
the  agency  budget  offices  rather  than  from  this  office. 

At  the  end  of  this  Digest  is  a  summary  comparison  of  the  Committee  actions 
with  the  1958  estimates  and  with  total  anticipated  funds  available  in  1957. 

2.  POSTAL/SERVICES.  Received  from  the  Post  Office  Department  a  proposed\bill  to 
amend  certain  provisions  of  law  in  order  to  provide  for  the  reimbursement  of 
th£  Post  Office  Department  for  expenses  incurred  in  performing  certain 
for  other  agencies;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee,  p.  6007 
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IGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  reported  Agricultural  appropi 
inserted  Secretary's  speech,  on  surplus  disposal. 


Lation  bill.  Rep.  Dixon 
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EXPENDITURES;  TAXATION.  Received  a  Mo.  Legislature  resolution  recommending 
immediate  consideration  by  Congress  of  substantial  tax  and  expenditure 
reactions,  p.  6008 


INFORMATION.  The  ::Daily  Digest*  contains  the  following  statement:  ’’Conferees, 
in  executive  session,  agreed  to  file  a  report  on  the  differences  between  the 
Senate-  hpd  House-passed  versions  of  H.R.  4313,  to  extend  the  life  e>f  D.  C. 
Auditorium  Commission.  As  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees,  the  bill ,would  (1) 
authorize  th*e  GSA  to  acquire  for  the  D.  C.  Auditorium  Commission/the  Foggy 
Bottom  site  for  construction  of  a  D.  C.  recreational  center,  and  (2)  extend 
the  life  of  the  Commission  until  completion  of  this  project.”/  p,  D399 


5.  ADJOURNFD  until 


May 
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8. 


EXTENSION.  Rep.  Rains  insert* 
value  of  home  demonstration 
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ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


6.  SURPLUS  DISPOSAL.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Dixonxiraising  Secretary 
Benson  and  his  Department  for  the  monumental  surplug^disposa'i  program  they 
have  carried  out  abroad  v^d  including  the  Secretary's  speech  on  surplus 
disposal  delivered  in  the 'patio  May  9.  pp.  A3583^ 


a  speech  by  th^ 
k.  pp.  A3577/8 


extension  director  on  the 


an  article  from  the  Freeman,  criticizing 
authoritarian,  and  inefficient. 


9. 


10. 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Teague  insert* 
the  English  farm  program  as  colle< 
p.  A3530 

TAX  AMORTIZATION.  Extension  of  remarksiof  Rep.  Vanik  criticizing  the  rapid 
tax  writeoff  program,  and  inserting7 a  critical  editorial,  pp.  A3536-7 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep./Dingelk  criticizing  the  tax  writeoff  granted 
Idaho  Power  Co.  as  a  windfall  and  inserting  a  letter  on  the  subject  from  the 
National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Ass’n.  \p.  A3590 

/  X. 

BUDGET.  Rep.  Coudert  inserted  an  editorial  urging  Congress  not  to  allow  the 
economy  wave  to  imperil  national  defense  or  foreign  aid,  p.  A3588 

BILLS  INTRODUCED 

11.  GOVERNMENT  COMPETITION.  H.R.  7425,  by  Rep.  Bass,  N.  to  establish  a  Federal 

policy  concerning  the  termination,  limitation,  or  establishment  of  business- 
type  operations  ofr  the  Government  which  may  be  conducted,  in  competition  with 
private  enterprise;  to  Government  Operations  Committee. 

12.  APPROPRIATIONS/  H.R.  7427,  by  Rep.  Bass,  N.  H. ,  to  provide  for  improved 

methods  of  stating  budget  estimates  and  estimates  for  deficiency  and  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations;  to  Government  Operations  Committee. 

13.  SURPLUS  PROPERTY.  H.R.  7428,  by  Rep.  3ass,  N.  H. ,  to  amend  section  602  of  the 

Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  with  respect  to  the 
utilization  and  disposal  of  excess  and  surplus  property  under  the  control  of 
executive  agencies;  to  Government  Operations  Committee. 

14.  APPROPRIATIONS.  H.R.  7441,  by  Rep.  Whitten,  making  appropriations  for  tfi« 
♦Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal 
ending  June  30,  1958;  to  Rules  Committee. 


J.  Res.  326,  by  Rep.  Pelly,  to  amend  section  139  (d)  of  title  I 
(relatingvto  changes  in  the  rules  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives) 
of  the  Legislative  Reorganization  Act  of  1946,  to  provide  for  an  additional 
study  to  be  made  by  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of  both  Houses  of  the 
Congress;  to  Rules^Committee. 


PRIM 


HEARINGS  RECEIVED  IN  THIS  OFFICE 


15.  VIRGIN  ISLANDS.  Problems  of  the  Virgin  Islands  and "the  Organic  Act  of  1954. 
House  Interior  and  Insular  Affaires  Committee. 

-  O'" 


/ 


COMMITTEE  HEARING  ANNOUNCEMENTS: 

May  13:  Cattle  purchase  under  Sec.  32,  authority  require  bonds  for  packers, 
exemption  of  auction  markets  from  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act,  and  prevention  of 
sudden  decreases  in  hog-cattle  prices,  H.  Agriculture  (Pettus,  AMS,  to  testify). 
Inclusion  of  grazing  lands  in  Soil  Bank,  H.  Agriculture  (McLain  to  testify) . 
f  _  Transfer  of  assets  of  Colo.  Rural  Rehabilitation  Corp. ,  H.  Agriculture  (Scott 
to  testify).  Third  supplemental  appropriation  bill,  S.  Appropriations  (ACPS  to 
testify).  Outdoor  Recreation  Resources  Review  Commission,  H.  Interior  (Crafts, 
FS,  to  testify).  Study  of  Farmers'  Home  Administration  loans  to  poultry  pro¬ 
ducers,  H.  Small  Business  (Smith,  FHA.,  to  testify).  Agriculture  appropriations, 
S.  Appropriations.  Cloud  modification  research,  S.  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commeptfe. 


EXCERPTS  FROM  THE  COMMITTEE  REPORT  ON  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  FARM 

CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1953 

...Recognizing  the  need  for  economy,  the  Committee  has  held  the  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  regular  programs  of  the  Department  at  the  1957  level.  For  these 
activities  it  has  approved  1957  appropriations,  plus  funds  to  meet  the  mandatory 
^irement  contributions,  less  non-recurring  project  costs.  The  Committee  has  not 
eliminated  or  denied  any  of  the  new  programs  requested  in  the  1958  Budget.  It 
recognizes  that  most  of  them  have  merit  and  feels  that  such  programs  can  be  met 
by  shifting  personnel  from  present  projects  to  new  work  of  more  value.  With  a 
total  of  over  83,000  employees  in  the  Department,  the  Secretary  should  be  able  to 
meet  new  needs  as  they  arise  without  adding  employees  requiring  increased  appro¬ 
priations.  While  there  is  a  real  need  to  improve  farm  conditions,  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  need  can  be  met  by  adding  more  employees. •* 

THE  PRESENT  FARM  PICTURE 

"Conditions  in  American  agriculture  at  the  present  time  are  not  good.  Four 
years  experience  has  shown  that  reduced  acreage,  reduced  prices,  and  rising  costs 
lead  only  to  reducing  farm  income  to  a  disaster  level.  The  last  four  years  have 
clearly  proven,  based  on  records  within  the  Department,  that  we  can  not  reduce  pro 
duct ion  by  reducing  prices.  Further,  they  show  that  we  can  not  reduce  world 
production  by  merely  reducing  United  States  production,  and  we  can  not  control 
United  States  production  by  reducing  United  States  acreage. 
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"The  records  of  the  past  four  years  prove  that  as  we  reduce  price  we  increase 
production,  and  as  we  decrease  acreage  in  basic  commodities  we  increase  production 
per  acre  and  release  more  acres  for  nonbasic  commodities,  thereby  increasing  total 
United  States  agricultural  production.  The  record  shows  that,  if  the  farmer  cuts 
production  to  the  point  of  obtaining  parity  of  price  at  the  market  place,  he  will 
have  to  create  a  scarcity  which  will  further  reduce  his  income  and  will  be  dangerous 
for  the  consuming  public. 

While  changes  in  the  law  must  come  from  the  Legislative  Committee,  and  changes 
in  policy  must  come  from  Department  officials,  members  of  this  Committee  feel  that 
we  should  point  out  the  increasingly  bad  situation  which  exists  and  should  report 
to  the  Congress  some  of  the  causes,  as  we  see  them,  of  present  farm  conditions  and 
changes  which  might  be  made,  both  in  policy  and  in  the  lav;.  Although  not  related 
directly  to  funds  in  the  1958  appropriation  bill,  these  factors  are  important  to 
the  future  welfare  of  American  agriculture,  and  are  significant  in  terms  of  appro¬ 
priations  required  for  future  years. »' 

ACREAGE  CONTROLS  INEFFECTIVE 

' 

‘Part  of  the  trouble  lies  with  the  agricultural  laws  passed  in  1933,  which 
except  as  to  price  support  levels,  largely  govern  present  farm  programs.  At  that 
time  the  United  States  produced  such  a  large  share  of  the  world's  supply  of  basic 
commercial  crops  that  it  was  felt  that  regulation  of  United  States  production  would 
regulate  world  production.  At  that  time  it  was  believed  that  cutting  United  States 
acreage  would  control  United  States  production.  Provisions  for  such  actions  were 
included  in  that  law.  Time  and  experience  have  shown  that  these  provisions  have 
not  been  effective  since,  as  United  States  acreage  has  been  reduced,  world  acreage 
has  increased.  Further,  as  United  States  acreage  has  been  reduced  each  year,  the 
American  farmer  has  increased  his  yield  per  acre  through  more  intensive  cultivation 
and  increased  use  of  machinery,  fertilizer,  and  insecticides." 

FAULTY  EXPORT  SALES  POLICY 

‘Another  part  of  the  trouble  lies  with  the  erroneous  export  sales  policies 
followed  by  the  Department  until  about  18  months  ago.  While  the  United  States  was 
paying  738  United  States  foreign  aid  technicians  to  help  improve  foreign  agriculture 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  was  refusing  to  offer  United  States  commodities  for 
sale  abroad  at  competitive  prices,  as  authorized  by  lav;." 

SUGGESTIONS  FOR  NEW  FARM  PROGRAM 

"Numerous  suggestions  have  been  made  as  to  hov;  the  farm  program  might  be 
changed  to  give  the  farmer  the  opportunity  to  earn  a  fair  income.  One  method, 
which  was  offered  orignally  as  the  Brannan  Plan‘  and  was  adopted  later  by 
Secretary  Benson  for  wool,  is  to  make  up  from  the  Federal  Treasury  the  difference 
between  what  the  farmer  gets  at  the  market  place  and  a  fair  price.  While  this 
approach  may  have  some  merit,  it  has  one  significant  defect.  It  would  make  the 
farmer  dependent  for  part  of  his  cost  and  all  of  his  profit  on  annual  appropria¬ 
tions  from  Congress. 

"Since  members  of  Congress  represent  all  of  the  American  people,  87  percent 
of  whom  are  not  farmers,  the  farmer  would  be  placed  in  the  position  of  not  being 
able  to  rely  on  this  support  each  year.  The  level  of  his  income  would  then  be 
subject  to  the  strong  economic  and  political  pressures  which  develop  from  year  to 
year. 

"The  second  approach,  which  has  been  suggested  previously  by  the  author  of  this 
report,  is  to  make  it  to  the  advantage  of  the  domestic  purchaser  to  pay  a  fair 
price  at  the  market  place  for  agricultural  products.  Such  a  plan  would  place  the 
cost  of  a  fair  return  to  the  farmer  on  the  purchaser  or  user  of  such  commodities. 


This  would  put  the  fanner  on  a  basis  somewhat  comparable  to  that  of  labor,  utilities 
business,  and  other  segments  of  the  population.  Under  present  laws  all  of  these 
groups  are  able  to  pass  on  to  the  user  the  cost  of  a  fair  return  for  their  labor 
and  capital. 

"This  second  alternative  is  believed  to  offer  some  real  possibilities  for  the 
basic  commodities,  and  a  number  of  others.  This  plan  could  be  carried  out  by 
issuing  to  the*  farmer  certificates  for  his  share  of  the  domestic  market  figured 
in  terms  of  bushels,  bales  or  pounds.  Such  a  plan  would  provide  price  support 
for  the  farmer's  certified  share  of  the  domestic  market  at  parity  levels,  thus 
requiring  the  purchaser  to  pay  a  fair  price.  Such  a  program  should  then  impose  a 
penalty  or  special  tax  on  processors  and  other  purchasers  of  commodities  purchased 
for  domestic  use  which  were  not  certified  as  the  farmer's  share  of  the  domestic 
market.  This  would  make  it  to  the  advantage  of  the  processors  to  buy  certificated 
commodities. 

■'Under  this  approach,  restrictions  on  production  would  be  removed,  and  that 
part  of  the  United  States  production  not  certified  for  domestic  markets  would  be 
available  for  world  trade  at  competitive  prices,  or  for  domestic  use  if  the  tax  were 
paid.  On  this  basis,  there  should  be  little  if  any  cost  attached  to  a  price  sup¬ 
port  program.  Any  cost  would  be  offset  by  taxes  or  penalties  collected  on  the 


)iestic  use  of  noncertif icated  commodities.  Such  a  program  would  transfer  the 
cost  of  the  farm  program  from  the  taxpayer  to  the  purchaser  or  user. 

"This  type  of  program  would  enable  us  to  get  away  from  our  present  system  of 
acreage  controls  and  the  incentive  to  increase  production  inherent  in  such  controls. 
It  would  let  the  farmer  farm.  In  actual  practice,  much  of  its  cost  would  come  from 
the  group  between  the  farmer  and  the  consumer  which,  according  to  the  record,  has 
absorbed  most  of  the  reductions  in  farm  prices  as  they  have  been  made. 

Many  other  solutions  to  the  farm  problem  have  been  offered  and  should  be 
considered.  However,  any  new  program  which  is  finally  adopted  should  let  the 
farmer  farm,  should  provide  protection  as  to  price  for  his  share  of  the  domestic 
market,  and  should  be  paid  for  by  the  purchaser  at  the  market  place.  Under  all 
circumstances,  we  must  keep  the  right  to  sell  in  world  markets  at  competitive 
prices,  authority  for  which  has  always  existed.  We  must  see  that  the  Secretary 
continues  such  a  sales  program.1' 


SOIL  BANK 


"While  there  may  be  some  value  to  the  conservation  reserve  portion  of  the 
program,  findings  developed  by  a  special  investigation  conducted  by  the  Committee, 
and  information  received  from  various  sources  throughout  the  country,  raise  serious 
questions  concerning  the  acreage  reserve  program.  Despite  the  sign-up  of  some 
12  million  acres  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $260  million  under  the  1956  acreage  re¬ 
serve  program,  production  for  most  crops  was  higher  in  1956  than  in  previous  years. 
Most  farmers  who  placed  a  portion  of  their  land  in  the  acreage  reserve  stepped  up 
production  on  the  balance  of  their  land.  Further,  much  of  the  land  placed  in  the 
acreage  reserve  was  drought  land  which  would  hot  have  produced  a  good  crop  in  any 
event . n 


SOIL  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION 


"For  several  years  now  the  Committee  has  felt  the  need  for  closer  coordination 
among  the  various  programs  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and  the  Agricultural 
Conservation  Program.  With  two  new  programs  of  a  similar  type  coming  into  the 
picture--the  conservation  reserve  of  the  Soil  Bank  and  the  Great  Plains  Program-- 
this  need  has  become  even  greater.  For  this  reason,  and  due  to  the  difficulty  of 
clearly  distinguishing  between  the  activities  under  each  program,  the  Committee 
has  included  a  consolidated  appropriation  for  all  soil  and  water  conservation 
activities  in  the  1953  bill. 


-  5 


'This  new  appropriation  item  includes  the  funds  for  soil  conservation  opera¬ 
tions,  watershed  protection,  flood  prevention,  water  conservation  and  utilization 
projects,  agricultural  conservation  payments,  the  conservation  reserve,  and  the 
Great  Plains  Program.  It  is  believed  that  such  consolidation  will  make  it  possible 
to  save  money  in  the  overall  program,  while  giving  increased  attention  to  phases 
of  the  program  where  vital  needs  exist.  It  should  also  make  it  possible  to  make 
economies  by  bringing  together  for  the  first  time  the  administrative  costs  for  soil 
and  water  conservation. 

The  combined  appropriation  should  provide  more  flexibility  in  handling  these 
programs  to  make  certain  that  the  funds  are  utilized  effectively.  For  instance, 
under  this  approach,  it  is  hoped  that  it  may  be  possible  to  speed  up  the  various 
watershed  and  flood  prevention  projects,  since  that  appears  to  be  the  most  effec¬ 
tive  way  to  carry  out  soil  and  water  conservation.  Further,  the  new  appropriation 
will  make  it  possible  to  use  the  funds  to  service  new  soil  conservation  districts 
where  this  becomes  necessary  to  further  the  conservation  program. 

Also,  this  plan  should  enable  the  Congress  to  provide  adequate  funds  for  soil 
and  water  conservation  research  to  implement  the  large  overall  soil  conservation 
programs  authorized  each  year.  There  is  considerable  evidence  that  soil  bank  funds 
and  other  conservation  money  could  be  more  effectively  used  if  more  conservation 
research  and  investigation  were  done  in  advance.  Proper  attention  to  the  soil  ( 
and  water  research  problems  in  the  various  parts  of  the  country  where  the  large 
sums  are  being  spent  under  these  programs  should  pay  real  dividends  under  this 
arrangement.  In  some  areas  the  Department  does  not  now  have  adequate  research 
information  to  permit  them  to  recommend  conservation  practices  to  be  adopted  under 
these  conservation  programs." 

RURAL  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 


'It  is  the  belief  of  a  majority  of  the  Committee  that  the  funds  available 
within  the  1957  base  for  this  work  could  better  be  used  to  strengthen  the  regular 
activities  of  the  various  agencies  involved.  Such  action  would  be  of  more  general 
benefit  to  the  entire  country.  Since  the  basic  purpose  of  the  regular  activities 
of  these  agencies  is  to  help  all  farmers,  including  low  income  farmers,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  cannot  see  the  justification  for  separate  funds  and  separate  personnel  for 
a  program  which  is  of  necessity  limited  to  a  handful  of  counties.  In  the  opinion 
of  a  majority  of  the  Committee  it  would  be  better  to  help  the  price  small  farmer 
receive  and  let  them  farm.  Such  a  course  would  be  of  more  benefit  to  everyone." 

CONTRADICTIONS  IN  PRESENT  POLICIES 

It  seems  to  the  Committee  that  the  Secretary  and  the  Congress  must  review 
present  programs.  Figures  from  the  Department's  own  records  indicate  that  as  of 
now  the  policy  makers  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  have  mounted  a  horse  and 
are  attempting  to  ride  off  in  all  directions  at  once.  If  it  is  sound  to  expand 
production  through  increases  for  the  various  programs  of  the  Department,  it  is 
highly  questionable  whether  the  Congress  should  appropriate  large  sums  for  the 
acreage  reserve  under  the  Soil  Bank.  If  it  is  sound  to  reduce  production,  as  the 
Secretary  proposes,  he  should  be  required  to  stop  reducing  price  supports  and 
cutting  acreage,  when  his  own  records  show  that  increased  production  has  been  the 
result  of  these  actions  during  the  past  few  years." 

RESEARCH  ADVISORY  COMMITTEES 

The  Committee  has  been  disappointed  in  the  work  of  these  groups  in  recent 
years.  Instead  of  making  a  thorough  and  continuing  review  of  existing  research 
projects  which  might  be  improved  or  eliminated  to  make  personnel  available  to  meet 
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new  problems,  the  large  increases  proposed  each  year  indicate  that  the  time  of 
these  Committees  is  taken  up  largely  with  the  review  and  approval  of  new  projects 
of  special  interest  for  which  additional  funds  are  always  asked.  This  has  resulted 
in  such  large  increases  for  research  that  substantial  sums  were  not  needed  during 
the  current  year  and  have  been  diverted  to  other  uses. 

'The  Committee  urges  that  these  advisory  groups  review  their  basid  purpose  and 
consider  how  to  undertake  new  and  important  research  projects  without  continually 
requesting  additional  appropriations.  In  view  of  the  necessity  of  holding  the 
research  funds  of  the  Department  for  the  coming  year  at  the  1957  level,  such  action 
becomes  absolutely  essential. 

In  this  connection,  the  Committee  has  noted  the  interim  report  recently 
released  by  the  Commission  on  the  Increased  Industrial  Use  of  Agricultural  Products. 
The  Committee  is  disappointed  to  note  that  the  recommendations  contained  therein 
call  for  an  increased  level  of  Federal  expenditures  of  '*  *  *  not  less  than  three 
times  the  amounts  currently  available;  *  *  This  is  another  example  of  proposing 
increases  in  Federal  appropriations  in  lieu  of  redirecting  effort  to  meet  new 
demands  within  existing  amounts  of  funds  and  personnel.  Most  of  the  concrete 
proposals  in  this  report,  which  appear  as  new,  are  really  for  expansion  of  existing 
work.  Little,  if  any  attention  appears  to  have  been  given  to  what  is  already 
Wng  done  in  these  fields.  " 


EXTENSION  SERVICE 

Much  of  the  increase  authorized  for  this  program  during  the  past  few  years 
has  been  used  by  the  State  Extension  services  to  employ  administrative  people  and 
specialists  at  the  State  level  and  to  carry  out  the  experimental  Rural  Development 
Program  in  57  counties.  It  appears  that,  despite  these  large  increases  each  year, 
the  salaries  of  county  and  home  demonstration  agents  in  many  areas  have  not  kept 
pace  with  those  in  other  activities  of  the  Department.  According  to  testimony 
presented  to  the  Committee,  this  has  created  a  bad  situation  in  this  service. 
Witnesses  have  pointed  out  to  the  Committee  that  the  United  States  is  paying 
county  agents  assigned  to  foreign  countries  under  the  Foreign  Aid  Program  con¬ 
siderably  higher  salaries  thah  the  Extension  Service  of  the  various  States  pays 
local  agents. 

*’In  considering  this  matter,  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  county  and  home 
Ipmonstration  agents  are  and  should  be  the  backbone  of  the  whole  agricultural 
system.  However,  the  salaries  are  determined  by  the  State  extension  services, 
and  it  is  beyond  the  power  of  the  Appropriations  Committee  to  correct  this  salary 
deficiency.  At  the  same  time,  the  Committee  recognizes  the  value  of  this  activity, 
and  feels  that  it  has  been  a  mistake  for  the  State  extension  services  not  to  keep 
their  salary  levels  comparable  to  those  of  other  Federal  employees  working  in  the 
same  localities. 

The  Committee  strongly  urges,  therefore,  that  Federal,  State  and  county 
officials  get  together  on  this  problem.  It  believes  that  funds  can  be  found 
within  the  amount  provided  for  the  coming  fiscal  year  to  meet  the  Federal  share  of 
reasonable  salary  increases.  In  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the 
Committee,  the  funds  being  used  for  the  Rural  Development  Program  could  better  be 
used  to  meet  these  salary  needs,  than  to  maintain  a  separate  unit  with  separate 
personnel  to  xrork  with  low  income  fanners  in  only  57  pilot  counties  in  the  Nation 
at  a  cost  of  more  than  $36,000  per  county.  Since  the  regular  county  agents  are 
authorized  to  work  with  all  types  of  farmers,  including  low-income  farmers,  the 
Committee  urges  that  funds  now  being  used  for  the  Rural  Development  Program  and 
other  special  programs  at  the  State  level  be  diverted  to  help  provide  needed 
salary  increases  for  the  county  and  home  demonstration  agents." 
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COMMODITY  STABILIZATION  SERVICE 

Last  year,  fmads  were  provided  to  initiate  a  three-year  plan  to  increase 
salaries  of  county  office  employees  to  a  level  equal  to  that  of  Federal  and  private 
employees  doing  comparable  work.  In  view  of  the  need  for  economy  this  year,  and 
in  view  of  the  decision  of  the  Committee  to  hold  all  appropriations  at  the  1957 
level,  additional  funds  are  not  included  to  continue  this  program  during  the  coming 
fiscal  year.  The  Committee  recognizes  the  value  of  this  program,  however,  and 
recommends  that  it  be  continued  during  the  next  year  within  funds  available.  A 
revision  in  present  methods  of  administering  acreage  controls  should  make  this 
possible.” 


FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION 

"During  the  next  year,  the  Committee  suggests  that  a  reappraisal  of  the 
entire  program  be  made  by  the  Department  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  getting 
sufficient  nationwide  coverage  to  make  the  program  solvent  and  to  justify  its 
continuation.  Perhaps  the  only  alternative  is  disaster  relief.  If  this  be  true, 
it  probably  is  advisable  to  continue  this  program,  even  though  small  losses  have 
been  incurred  in  the  past.  Under  an  insurance  program  of  this  type,  the  cost  to  / 
the  Federal  Government  is  less.  Also,  it  would  appear  better  to  have  stricken 
farmers  drawing  insurance  indemnities  rather  than  disaster  relief  payments.1 

FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

'The  Committee  is  disturbed  by  the  trend  away  from  the  original  purposes  of 
this  agency.  This  program  had  its  origin  in  the  depression,  where  farmers  were 
in  serious  economic  straits  and  were  unable  to  obtain  any  form  of  credit  from  any 
source.  It  was  set  up  to  help  farmers  who  had  no  other  means  of  obtaining  funds 
to  feed  their  families.  With  farm  income  again  at  depression  levels,  this  same 
need  exists. 

'In  recent  years,  however,  this  agency  has  tended,  under  instructions  from 
the  Department,  to  get  away  from  its  original  purpose  and  has  ceased  to  be  the 
place  to  which  the  "down  and  out  farmer  can  turn  to  obtain  funds  to  hold  on  until 
he  can  do  better.  Beginning  with  1953,  changes  in  policy  and  regulations  have 
encouraged  some  field  offices  to  require  that  a  farmer  show  that  he  can  make  a  / 
gross  income  of  around  $4,000  per  year  before  he  can  be  considered  eligible  for  a 
loan.  While  the  Committee  recognizes  the  value  of  standards  and  guides  in  making 
loans,  it  is  also  cognizant  of  the  basic  purpose  of  this  agency  and  the  need  to 
continue  available  a  source  of  credit  to  destitute  farmers- -even  though  it  may 
almost  amount  to  partial  relief  in  some  cases,  especially  in  periods  of  farm 
depression  such  as  the  country  is  now  experiencing.  The  Department  should  recog¬ 
nize  that,  by  reducing  the  farmers'  price  and  acreage,  it  has  contributed  to  making 
his  farm  an  uneconomic  unit. 

"The  Committee  urges  the  Secretary  and  the  new  Administrator  of  this  agency 
to  redirect  this  program  along  the  lines  originally  contemplated.  This  is 
preferable  to  a  program  of  out-right  relief  which  is  probably  the  only  alternative. 

ACREAGE  RESERVE,  SOIL  BANK 

"As  discussed  earlier  in  this  report,  the  majority  of  the  members  of  the 
Committee  have  serious  doubts  that  the  program  will  reach  its  basic  objective  of 
reducing  production — and  would  question  it  further  if  it  did.  Department  of 
Agriculture  statistics  on  the  1955  program  indicate  that  production  was  higher 
for  most  crops  in  1956  than  for  earlier  years,  due  to  increased  yields  on  acreage 
continued  in  production  and  the  retirement  of  unproductive  and  drought- stricken 
land.  While  it  is  still  too  early  to  have  firm  figures  for  the  1957  program, 
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present  indications  are  that  total  production  will  not  be  reduced  materially-- 
despite  the  expenditure  of  large  sums  under  this  program  in  1957. 

Some  members  of  the  Committee  feel  that  the  program  should  be  discontinued 
immediately,  on  the  basis  that  it  is  pointed  in  the  wrong  direction.  Others  feel 
that  it  should  be  eliminated  gradually  in  the  next  few  years.  Since  it  is  felt 
that  complete  elimination  is  a  major  policy  decision  which  should  be  handled 
through  regular  legislative  channels,  the  Committee  has  moved  in  the  direction  of 
gradual  elimination  of  the  program  by  reducing  the  appropriation  for  1953  to 
$600,000,000  and  by  reducing  the  size  of  the  next  year’s  program  to  $500,000,000. 

'There  are  two  reasons  why  the  acreage  reserve  program  has  failed  to  curtail 
production  by  any  significant  amount.  One  is  that  the  farmer  has  rented  the 
poorer  part  of  his  land  to  the  Government  and,  thereby,  has  not  taken  out  of  pro¬ 
duction  land  with  average  production.  The  other  is  that  the  farmer  has  increased 
his  per-acre  yields  on  the  land  not  placed  in  the  acreage  reserve,  to  offset  the 
loss  of  production  on  the  land  taken  out  of  use.  If  it  is  desirable  to  reduce 
production  through  a  program  of  this  type,  and  if  large  sums  are  to  be  expended 
for  this  purpose,  the  Committee  feels  that  regulations  must  be  adopted  which  will 
make  certain  that  land  with  average  productivity  is  placed  in  the  acreage  reserve. 

It  might  be  advisable  to  require  that,  to  be  eligible  for  acreage  reserve  payments, 
pe  farmer  should  reduce  his  production  by  the  percentage  that  the  rented  acres  have 
to  the  total  acreage  on  the  farm. 

In  any  event,  this  program  will  always  be  considered  by  the  87  percent  of 
nonfarmers  as  a  means  of  giving  the  farmer  something  for  nothing.  In  the  opinion 
of  a  majority  of  the  Committee  it  should  be  curtailed  for  that  reason,  if  for  no 
other.  's  stated  earlier,  the  principal  justification  for  this  program  is  to 
restore  to  the  farmer  some  of  the  income  he  has  lost  through  reduced  prices  and 
acreage." 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

In  connection  with  the  sales  of  cotton,  large  sums  were  rebated  to  the 
purchasers  based  on  Government  reclassing  of  the  cotton  after  it  had  been  sold. 
Information  furnished  the  Committee  indicates  that  some  $46,000,000  was  paid  out 
in  this  manner,  better  than  half  of  which  went  to  six  of  the  largest  international 
cotton  traders.  This  situation  results  either  from  poor  initial  classing  or 
jpbstantial  deterioration  during  the  period  the  cotton  was  held  off  world  markets. 

*t  is  hard  for  the  Committee  to  understand,  however,  how  either  of  these  factors 
could  develop  to  such  an  extent.  There  appears  to  be  no  evidence  of  collusion, 
though  in  some  cases  the  same  persons  performed  both  classing  operations --when 
it  was  taken  over  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  when  it  was  sold  to  the 
private  purchaser.  It  would  appear  that  the  same  judgment  would  be  applied  on 
both  occasions.  Further,  reports  reaching  the  Committee  indicates that  much  of 
this  cotton  was  sold  in  world  trade  at  the  original  or  a  higher  grade  com¬ 
paratively,  even  though  these  large  rebates  were  paid  presumably  for  deterioration 
of  the  cotton  while  in  storage.  In  view  of  these  findings,  the  Committee  recom¬ 
mends  that  Department  officials  adopt  a  regulation  which  would  deny  reclassifica¬ 
tion  unless  there  was  a  certification  from  the  purchaser  that  the  cotton  had  been 
or  would  be  offered  in  world  trade  at  the  same  or  equivalent  grade  and  class  as 
that  at  which  it  was  reclassed  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  In  the 
absence  of  such  action,  the  cotton  should  be  sampled  on  request  in  advance  of  sale 
without  reclassing  rights.” 
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Union  Calendar  No.  143 

85th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  (  Report 

1st  Session  )  j  No.  438 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  FARM  CREDIT 
ADMINISTRATION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1958 


May  10,  1957. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

)  - - - 

Mr.  Whitten,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  It.  7441] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations  submits  the  following  report  in 
explanation  of  the  accompanying  bill  making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the 
fiscal  year  1958.  The  bill  covers  estimates  contained  in  the  1958 
Budget  on  pages  190,  195-202,  231,  and  324-418,  as  amended  by 
House  Document  149,  dated  April  11,  1957. 

While  the  reduction  of  $254  million  in  the  original  1958  budget 
estimates  for  the  Soil  Bank  was  requested  by  the  President  in  House 
Document  149  on  April  11,  1957,  the  Committee  wishes  to  point  out 
that  this  action  was  taken  after  a  discussion  with  the  Secretary  of 
^Agriculture  on  February  26,  1957,  of  some  findings  of  the  Committee 
^pursuant  to  its  investigation  of  this  program.  This  amount,  of  course, 
is  not  included  in  the  following  discussions  and  tabulations. 

The  present  bill  provides  direct  annual  appropriations  of 
$1,610,024,848  for  the  regular  activities  of  the  Department  (Title  I 
of  Bill),  including  $19,399,515  for  retirement  fund  contributions.  The 
sum  appropriated  is  $403,378,260  less  than  the  $2,013,403,108  avail¬ 
able  for  expenditure  in  the  present  fiscal  year.  It  is  $272,556,860  less 
than  the  $1,882,581,708  recommended  in  the  1958  budget,  a  reduction 
of  14.5  percent  for  these  activities.  Except  for  activities  connected 
with  the  Soil  Bank  and  soil  and  water  conservation  programs,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  has,  in  effect,  cut  the  President’s  budget  for  regular  activities 
back  to  the  1957  level. 
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AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS,  195  8 


Also  included  in  the  bill  is  the  sum  of  $1,239,788,671  to  restore 
capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  through 
June  30,  1956  under  its  price  support  activities.  It  should  be  noted 
that  about  half  of  this  amount  is  for  storage,  handling,  transportation, 
administrative  and  interest  costs.  The  balance  represents  price  sup¬ 
port  losses  on  commodities  sold  by  the  Corporation,  some  of  which 
were  held  as  long  as  eight  years,  during  which  time  the  Department 
failed  to  offer  them  competitively  in  world  trade  for  dollars,  as  author¬ 
ized  by  law,  though  repeatedly  urged  so  to  do.  If  sales  programs 
started  last  year  at  the  urging  of  this  committee  are  continued,  the 
amount  of  deterioration  should  decrease  and  interest,  storage  and 
handling  charges  should  be  greatly  reduced.  This  should  lead  to  a 
leveling  off  of  these  costs  in  future  years. 

The  bill  further  provides  $843,076,238  to  reimburse  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  money  expended  in  fiscal  year  1956  for  various 
nonprice  support  programs  under  special  legislative  directives.  Of 
this  amount,  $637,000,000  represents  sales  for  foreign  currencies  under 
Public  Law  480,  83rd  Congress. 

The  bill  includes  loan  authorizations  for  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration  and  the  Farmers’  Home  Administration  of  $448,500,- 
000,  which  compares  with  $1,173,500,000  available  for  the  current 
fiscal  year.  These  amounts  are  merely  authorizations  for  loans  which 
are  eventually  repaid  to  the  Treasury  with  interest.  Repayments  of 
prior  year  loans  are  increasing  each  year  and  soon  will  equal  the 
amount  of  new  loan  authorization  made  available  annually. 

The  following  summary  sets  forth  Committee  action  with  respect 
to  various  funds  in  the  bill.  A  tabulation  will  be  found  at  the  end 
of  this  report  containing  the  figures  for  each  agency  and  appropriation. 


Item 

Approved 

1957 

Budget 

1958 

Recommended 

Comparison 

in  Bill 

Approved 

1957 

Budget 

1958 

Regular  activities: 

On  appropriation  basis. 
On  comparative  basis  >. 
Corporations . _ . __ 

$813, 403, 108 
2, 013, 403, 108 
942,  287, 178 
270,  849,  682 
(1, 173,  500, 000) 

$1, 882, 581, 708 

1, 882,  581, 708 
1, 239, 788, 671 
843,  076,  238 
(474,  500,  000) 

$1,  610, 024, 848 

1,  610,  024, 848 

1, 239, 788,  671 
843, 076,  238 
(448,  500, 000) 

+$796, 621, 740 
-403, 378,  260 
+297,  501,  493 
+572, 226,  556 
(-725, 000, 000) 

-$272,  556, 860 
-272,556,860 

Special  Activities . . 

Loan  Authorizations _ 

(-26, 000, 000) 

1  Includes  authorized  spending  of  $1.2  billion  from  CCC  for  1957  soil  bank. 


Recognizing  the  need  for  economy,  the  Committee  has  held  the 
appropriations  for  the  regular  programs  of  the  Department  at  the 
1957  level.  For  these  activities  it  has  approved  1957  appropriations, 
plus  funds  to  meet  the  mandatory  retirement  contributions,  less  non¬ 
recurring  project  costs.  The  Committee  has  not  eliminated  or  denied 
any  of  the  new  programs  requested  in  the  1958  Budget.  It  recog¬ 
nizes  that  most  of  them  have  merit  and  feels  that  such  programs  can 
be  met  by  shifting  personnel  from  present  projects  to  new  work  of 
more  value.  With  a  total  of  over  83,000  employees  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  the  Secretary  should  be  able  to  meet  new  needs  as  they  arise 
without  adding  employees  requiring  increased  appropriations.  While 
there  is  a  real  need  to  improve  farm  conditions,  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  need  can  be  met  by  adding  more  employees. 
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THE  PRESENT  FARM  PICTURE 

Conditions  in  American  agriculture  at  the  present  time  are  not 
good.  Four  years  experience  has  shown  that  reduced  acreage,  reduced 
prices,  and  rising  costs  lead  only  to  reducing  farm  income  to  a  disaster 
level.  The  last  four  years  have  clearly  proven,  based  on  records 
within  the  Department,  that  we  can  not  reduce  production  by  reducing 
prices.  Further,  they  show  that  we  can  not  reduce  world  production 
by  merely  reducing  United  States  production,  and  we  can  not  control 
United  States  production  by  reducing  United  States  acreage. 

The  records  of  the  past  four  years  prove  that  as  we  reduce  price 
we  increase  production,  and  as  we  decrease  acreage  in  basic  commodi- 
ities  we  increase  production  per  acre  and  release  more  acres  for 
nonbasic  commodities,  thereby  increasing  total  United  States  agri¬ 
cultural  production.  The  record  shows  that,  if  the  farmer  cuts  pro¬ 
duction  to  the  point  of  obtaining  parity  of  price  at  the  market  place, 
he  will  have  to  create  a  scarcity  which  will  further  reduce  his  income 
jand  will  be  dangerous  for  the  consuming  public. 

While  changes  in  the  law  must  come  from  the  Legislative  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  changes  in  policy  must  come  from  Department  officials, 
members  of  this  Committee  feel  that  we  should  point  out  the  in¬ 
creasingly  bad  situation  which  exists  and  should  report  to  the  Congress 
some  of  the  causes,  as  we  see  them,  of  present  farm  conditions  and 
changes  which  might  be  made,  both  in  policy  and  in  the  law.  Although 
not  related  directly  to  funds  in  the  1958  appropriation  bill,  these 
factors  are  important  to  the  future  welfare  of  American  agriculture, 
and  are  significant  in  terms  of  appropriations  required  for  future 
years. 

THE  RECORD 

Four  years  ago  net  farm  income  was  $14.3  billion,  or  about  5  percent 
of  the  national  income  of  $281.8  billion.  Four  years  ago  the  farmer 
received  47  cents  of  the  consumer’s  food  dollar.  At  that  time  the 
farmer  received  an  average  of  82^  cents  per  hour  for  his  labor.  Con¬ 
ditions  then  were  considered  to  be  serious  for  the  farmer  and  it  was 
generally  agreed  that  something  had  to  be  done  to  improve  his  eco¬ 
nomic  position. 

\  For  four  years  now  the  Department  of  Agriculture  has  been  trying 
'to  improve  that  situation.  During  this  period  the  Department  has 
insisted  that  the  primary  cure  for  the  farmer’s  plight  is  to  (1)  reduce 
support  prices,  (2)  reduce  acreage,  (3)  increase  funds  for  research  and 
extension,  and  (4)  undertake  a  rural  development  program.  Then 
last  year,  after  almost  four  years  of  following  the  Department’s 
policies,  as  the  American  people  approached  an  election  with  farm 
income  down,  the  Department  recommended  and  the  Congress  passed 
the  Soil  Bank  to  put  up  to  $1 .2  billion  from  the  Treasury  in  the  farmers’ 
hands. 

During  the  last  four  years  the  Department  has  tried  to  carry  out 
its  policies. 

It  has  reduced  price  supports  an  average  of  20  percent. 

It  has  reduced  acreage  for  cotton  by  38  percent,  for  rice  by  22 
percent,  for  wheat  and  tobacco  by  23  percent. 

Funds  for  research  by  State  experiment  stations  have  been  increased 
133  percent;  funds  for  other  research  in  the  Department  and  the 
Extension  Service  have  been  increased  56  percent. 
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In  1957  the  Department  will  spend  more  than  $2  million  in  57 
counties  in  what  it  calls  rural  development  for  low  income  families, 
an  average  cost  of  more  than  $36,000  per  county.  Nearly  every 
agency  in  the  Department  is  involved  in  this  program. 

In  1956  and  1957  the  Department  will  give  away  with  few  strings 
attached,  under  the  acreage  reserve  provisions  of  the  Soil  Bank, 
hundreds  of  millons  of  dollars,  money  which  the  Department 
counts  as  part  of  farm  income. 

THE  RESULT 

In  1956,  after  four  years,  farm  income  was  down  to  $11.8  billion, 
which  includes  direct  relief  payments  from  soil  bank  funds.  This  is 
a  drop  of  $2.5  billion,  or  17.5  percent,  since  1952.  Comparatively,  the 
personal  income  of  other  segments  of  the  American  economy  increased 
from  $271.8  billion  in  1952  to  $306  billion  in  1956,  an  increase  of 
12.5  percent.  During  this  period  the  farmer’s  share  of  the  consumer's,— 
dollar  decreased  from  47  cents  to  40  cents,  a  drop  of  15  percent j 
while  the  share  for  the  group  between  the  farmer  and  the  consumer 
increased  correspondingly.  Since  1952,  the  hourly  return  to  the 
farmer  for  his  labor  has  dropped  from  82%  cents  per  hour  to  70  cents 
per  hour,  while  earnings  of  nearly  every  other  economic  group  have 
increased  substantially. 

In  the  same  four  year  period,  farm  costs  have  increased  about  10 
percent,  reflecting  increases  in  income  to  practically  every  group 
between  the  farmer  and  the  consumer.  Further,  the  farmer’s  re¬ 
quired  capital  investment  and  his  overall  farm  debt  have  increased 
significantly.  The  average  capital  investment  required  per  farm  has 
increased  from  $22,836  in  1952  to  $26,327  in  1956,  an  increase  of  over 
15  percent.  Total  farm  debt  in  1952  was  $14.8  billion.  This  had 
increased  to  $18  billion  in  1956,  an  increase  of  21.6  percent. 

In  spite  of  the  great  optimism  of  officials  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  the  past  four  years  have  not  brought  parity  of  income  to 
the  farmer  from  the  market  place,  nor  from  any  other  place  for  that 
matter.  Today  finds  the  farmer  receiving  much  less  from  the  market 
place  than  four  years  ago  and  depending  more  and  more  on  direct 
payments  from  the  Treasury.  In  the  1958  Budget,  $1  billion  is 
requested  for  direct  payments  to  farmers  under  the  guise  of  the  Soil 
Bank.  In  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  Committee,  the  only  sound 
basis  for  the  acreage  reserve  section  is  to  help  offset  loss  of  income  at 
the  market  place. 

Since  1952,  according  to  records  of  the  Department,  price  supports 
on  the  major  crops  have  been  reduced  as  follows:  Corn,  20  percent; 
cotton,  12  percent;  cottonseed,  33  percent;  barley  and  grain  sorghums, 
26  percent;  oats  and  flaxseed,  25  percent;  rye  and  soybeans,  21  per¬ 
cent;  and  milk  and  butterfat,  18  percent.  As  prices  to  the  farmer 
have  been  decreased  an  average  of  20  percent,  his  part  of  the  national 
income  has  decreased  in  almost  the  same  proportion,  about  20  percent. 

During  this  period  of  reduced  price  supports,  there  have  been 
severe  reductions  in  acreage  allotments  for  basic  commodities  each 
year.  As  pointed  out  earlier,  acreage  planted  to  cotton  has  been 
reduced  approximately  38  percent  since  1952.  Acreage  for  rice  has 
been  reduced  around  22  percent;  wheat  and  tobacco  acreage  have 
been  reduced  approximately  23  percent. 
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Contrary  to  the  expectations  of  agricultural  officials,  who  have 
maintained  that  reduced  price  supports  and  acreage  reductions  would 
reduce  production,  production  increased  steadily  during  this  period. 
Not  only  did  the  farmer  increase  his  per-acre  production  of  basic 
commodities,  but  acreage  reductions  for  basic  commodities  made 
available  more  acres  for  nonbasic  commodities,  increasing  total 
production. 

The  Secretary  now  sees  that  reduced  price  supports  and  reduced 
acreage,  which  he  has  offered  as  the  cure  to  so-called  over-production, 
has  not  worked.  In  his  February  28,  1957,  appearance  before  the 
Committee  he  admitted  that  “controlling  production  is  not  the 
answer.”  In  his  appearance  on  April  16  of  this  year  he  told  the 
Committee: 

Farmers  last  year  turned  in  a  remarkable  performance. 
They  achieved  total  crop  production  equalling  the  previous 
record  from  the  smallest  total  harvested  acreage  in  20  years. 

I  Average  yields  per  harvested  acre  set  new  overall  record 
levels  with  few  crops  falling  below  average.  It  should  be 
noted  that  the  large  total  outturn  was  attained  despite 
a  late,  cold  spring  and  severe  drought  in  the  Southern  Great 
Plains  and  the  Western  Corn  Belt,  and  other  high  producing 
areas. 

Notwithstanding  the  Secretary’s  present  use  of  his  authority  to 
sell  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  inventories  competitively  in 
world  trade,  leading  to  the  greatest  export  volume  in  years  in  1956, 
CCC  holdings  increased  from  $2.5  billion  on  January  1,  1953  to  $8.2 
billion  on  January  1,  1957.  This  is  largely  due  to  increased  produc¬ 
tion  generated  by  reduced  price  supports  and  reduced  acreage. 

Certainly  these  results  prove  the  Department’s  present  policies 
and  programs  to  be  inadequate  to  meet  the  problem.  The  facts 
recited  above  should  lead  all  interested  persons  to  study  the  causes 
and  seek  the  remedies  for  the  present  situation,  since  this  country  can 
not  long  continue  to  prosper  with  one  segment  of  its  economic  structure 
seriously  ill. 

ACREAGE  CONTROLS  INEFFECTIVE 

Part  of  the  trouble  lies  with  the  agricultural  laws  passed  in  1933, 
which  except  as  to  price  support  levels,  largely  govern  present  farm 
programs.  At  that  time  the  United  States  produced  such  a  large  share 
of  the  world’s  supply  of  basic  commercial  crops  that  it  was  felt  that 
regulation  of  United  States  production  would  regulate  world  produc¬ 
tion.  At  that  time  it  was  believed  that  cutting  United  States  acreage 
would  control  United  States  production.  Provisions  for  such  actions 
were  included  in  that  law.  Time  and  experience  have  shown  that  these 
provisions  have  not  been  effective  since,  as  United  States  acreage  has 
been  reduced,  world  acreage  has  increased.  Further,  as  United  States 
acreage  has  been  reduced  each  year,  the  American  farmer  has  increased 
his  yield  per  acre  through  more  intensive  cultivation  and  increased  use 
of  machinery,  fertilizer,  and  insecticides. 

According  to  USDA  reports,  per  acre  yields  for  corn  increased  from 
the  1945-54  average  of  37.1  bushels  to  40.6  bushels  in  1955  and  45.4 
bushels  in  1956.  For  wheat,  the  1945-54  average  of  17.1  bushels  per 
acre  increased  to  19.8  bushels  in  1955  and  20  bushels  in  1956.  The 
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yield  per  acre  for  cotton  increased  from  the  1945-54  average  of  283 
pounds  to  408  pounds  in  1956.  The  same  increase  has  been  true  for 
many  other  crops. 

One  of  the  more  serious  aspects  of  the  reduction  in  acreage  each  year 
is  that,  as  the  farmer  has  increased  his  production  per  acre,  he  lias 
made  further  cuts  in  his  acreage  for  the  next  year  under  the  formula 
contained  in  the  present  law,  freeing  more  acreage  for  production  of 
other  farm  crops.  Further,  current  programs  are  encouraging  the 
the  farmer  to  exploit  his  land,  which  runs  counter  to  the  long-range 
soil  conservation  objectives  of  the  Federal  Government. 

ERRONEOUS  PRICE-SUPPORT  POLICIES 

The  belief  of  the  present  Secretary  of  Agriculture  that  lower  price 
supports  would  reduce  farm  production  and  increase  domestic  con¬ 
sumption  has  not  been  borne  out,  as  shown  by  the  records  of  his  own 
Department.  As  the  farmer’s  price  has  gone  down,  he  has  increased  ( 
his  production  to  protect  his  level  of  income  as  far  as  possible.  Despite 
price  support  reductions  of  20  percent  for  corn,  production  in  1956 
was  159  million  bushels  more  than  in  1952.  Likewise,  price  support 
reductions  for  such  commodities  as  barley,  flaxseed,  rye,  sorghums, 
soybeans,  butterfat,  and  milk  resulted  in  greater  production  in  1956 
than  in  1952. 

At  the  same  time,  domestic  consumption  on  a  number  of  crops  has 
decreased  despite  price  reductions.  Domestic  consumption  of  cotton 
decreased  461,000  bales  in  1956  as  compared  to  1952,  although  price 
supports  were  lowered  12  percent  by  the  Department  as  a  means  en¬ 
couraging  increased  consumption.  Despite  reductions  in  price  support 
levels  during  the  past  four  years  for  cottonseed  and  oats,  domestic 
consumption  of  these  commodities  also  decreased.  It  is  significant 
to  note  that  the  percentage  of  consumer  income  spent  for  food  de¬ 
creased  from  34.4  percent  in  1952  to  32.1  percent  in  1956. 

Further,  the  record  indicates  that  reductions  in  prices  to  the  farmer 
have  not  been  passed  on  to  the  consumer.  Instead,  such  reductions 
have  merely  increased  the  take  of  the  so-called  “middlemen.”  Since 
1952  the  spread  between  the  farmer  and  the  consumer  has  increased 
from  53  percent  to  60  percent.  On  the  basis  of  the  nation’s  1956  food 
bill  of  $53  billion,  an  additional  $3.7  billion  went  to  these  middlemen  in 
1956  as  a  result  of  this  increased  margin.  If  only  half  of  this  amount 
taken  from  the  farmer  and  made  available  to  the  middleman  had 
gone  to  the  farmer,  it  would  have  provided  him  much  more  money 
than  he  can  hope  to  get  from  the  Soil  Bank.  If  as  much  as  two-thirds 
of  the  middeman’s  added  take  had  remained  with  the  farmer,  he  would 
have  been  able  to  maintain  his  1952  level  of  farm  income,  and  his 
plight  today  would  be  much  less  serious. 

FAULTY  EXPORT  SALES  POLICY 

Another  part  of  the  trouble  lies  with  the  erroneous  export  sales 
policies  followed  by  the  Department  until  about  18  months  ago. 
While  the  United  States  was  paying  738  United  States  foreign  aid 
technicians  to  help  improve  foreign  agriculture,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  was  refusing  to  offer  United  States  commodities  for  sale 
abroad  at  competitive  prices,  as  authorized  by  law. 
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The  Secretary  continues  to  talk  of  the  United  States  price  support 
program  holding  an  umbrella  over  world  agricultural  production. 
Yet  he  readily  admits  to  the  Committee  that  he  has  had  authority  to 
sell  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis  all  along.  There  is  no  way 
to  avoid  the  fact  that  this  price  umbrella  is  due  to  a  decision  not  to  use 
such  authority  until  late  1955  and  early  1956,  rather  than  to  the  price 
support  program. 

The  Committee  would  point  out  again  that  the  Department  has 
always  had  authority  to  sell  in  world  trade  for  what  the  commodities 
would  bring.  The  Secretary  admits  to  such  authority  and  is  now 
using  it  successfully.  In  1956  more  agricultural  commodities  were 
exported  than  in  any  time  in  twenty  years.  If  the  Department  had 
fully  used  this  authority  in  recent  years,  the  farmers  and  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  would  be  much  better  off  financially  than 
they  now  are. 

NEW  FARM  PROGRAM  NEEDED 

With  economic  protections  built  into  the  law  of  the  nation  for  nearly 
every  segment  of  our  economy,  the  farmer  will  always  be  at  a  compet¬ 
itive  disadvantage  unless  he  also  has  some  degree  of  legislative  pro¬ 
tection.  Constantly  increasing  costs  of  transportation,  processing, 
and  distribution  will  continue  to  force  his  prices  down,  since  at  the 
opposite  end  of  the  economic  ladder  consumer  resistance  to  price  pushes 
the  increased  take  of  the  middlemen  on  to  the  farmer.  Further,  as  the 
cost  of  production  increases,  and  the  use  of  more  fertilizer,  equipment 
and  insecticides  is  required  to  meet  the  pressure  for  increased  yields, 
the  cost-price  squeeze  will  become  even  more  acute. 

Based  on  years  of  study  of  Agriculture,  and  the  familiarity  w'hich 
has  come  from  the  annual  review  of  the  financial  requirements  of  all 
of  the  programs  of  the  Department,  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  majority 
of  the  members  of  the  Committee  that  an  entirely  new  legislative 
approach  must  be  developed  if  the  present  conditions  are  to  be  cor¬ 
rected.  This  is  essential  if  the  farmer  is  to  share  in  the  general  pros¬ 
perity  of  the  rest  of  the  country — if  he  is  to  own  an  automobile,  send 
his  children  to  school,  enjoy  a  reasonable  standard  of  living,  and  save 
and  protect  the  nation’s  natural  resources. 

It  is  to  be  remembered  that,  during  the  long  period  prior  to  the 
1930’s  when  the  farmer  had  no  such  protection  in  law,  we  wore  out 
40  percent  of  our  fertile  soil  and  used  up  80  percent  of  our  virgin 
timber.  It  must  be  remembered  that  such  a  drop  in  farm  income  as 
we  have  had  since  1952  has  always  led  to  a  depression. 

We  have  had  14  freight  rate  increases  since  World  War  II.  We 
have  minimum  wages  and  bargaining  rights  provided  by  law.  We 
have  had  increasing  profit  guarantees.  All  these  things  lead  to  the 
fact  that  the  farmer,  too,  must  have  a  fair  return  for  his  investment 
and  his  labor.  However,  he  should  have  such  a  return  from  the 
market  place  instead  of  the  Treasury. 

SUGGESTIONS  FOR  NEW  FARM  PROGRAM 

Numerous  suggestions  have  been  made  as  to  how  the  farm  program 
might  be  changed  to  give  the  farmer  the  opportunity  to  earn  a  fair 
income.  One  method,  which  was  offered  originally  as  the  “Brannan 
Plan”  and  was  adopted  later  by  Secretary  Benson  for  wool,  is  to  make 
up  from  the  Federal  Treasury  the  difference  between  what  the  farmer 
gets  at  the  market  place  and  a  fair  price.  While  this  approach  may 
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have  some  merit,  it  has  one  significant  defect.  It  would  make  the 
farmer  dependent  for  part  of  his  cost  and  all  of  his  profit  on  annual 
appropriations  from  Congress. 

Since  members  of  Congress  represent  all  of  the  American  people, 

87  percent  of  whom  are  not  farmers,  the  farmer  would  be  placed  in 
the  position  of  not  being  able  to  rely  on  this  support  each  year.  The 
level  of  his  income  would  then  be  subject  to  the  strong  economic  and 
political  pressures  which  develop  from  year  to  year. 

The  second  approach,  which  has  been  suggested  previously  by  the 
author  of  this  report,  is  to  make  it  to  the  advantage  of  the  domestic 
purchaser  to  pay  a  fair  price  at  the  market  place  for  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts.  Such  a  plan  would  place  the  cost  of  a  fair  return  to  the  farmer 
on  the  purchaser  or  user  of  such  commodities.  This  would  put  the 
farmer  on  a  basis  somewhat  comparable  to  that  of  labor,  utilities, 
business,  and  other  segments  of  the  population.  Under  present  laws 
all  of  these  groups  are  able  to  pass  on  to  the  user  the  cost  of  a  fair 
return  for  their  labor  and  capital.  r 

This  second  alternative  is  believed  to  offer  some  real  possibilities  h, 
for  the  basic  commodities,  and  a  number  of  others.  This  plan  could 
be  carried  out  by  issuing  to  the  farmer  certificates  for  his  share  of  the 
domestic  market  figured  in  terms  of  bushels,  bales  or  pounds.  Such 
a  plan  would  provide  price  support  for  the  farmer’s  certified  share  of 
the  domestic  market  at  parity  levels,  thus  requiring  the  purchaser  to 
pay  a  fair  price.  Such  a  program  should  then  impose  a  penalty  or 
special  tax  on  processors  and  other  purchasers  of  commodities  pur¬ 
chased  for  domestic  use  which  were  not  certified  as  the  farmer’s  share 
of  the  domestic  market.  This  would  make  it  to  the  advantage  of  the 
processors  to  buy  certificated  commodities. 

Under  this  approach,  restrictions  on  production  would  be  removed, 
and  that  part  of  the  United  States  production  not  certified  for  do¬ 
mestic  markets  would  be  available  for  world  trade  at  competitive 
prices,  or  for  domestic  use  if  the  tax  were  paid.  On  this  basis,  there 
should  be  little  if  any  cost  attached  to  a  price  support  program.  Any 
cost  would  be  offset  by  taxes  or  penalties  collected  on  the  domestic 
use  of  noncertificated  commodities.  Such  a  program  would  transfer 
the  cost  of  the  farm  program  from  the  taxpayer  to  the  purchaser  or 


user. 


This  type  of  program  would  enable  us  to  get  away  from  our  present 
system  of  acreage  controls  and  the  incentive  to  increase  production 
inherent  in  such  controls.  It  would  let  the  farmer  farm.  In  actual 
practice,  much  of  its  cost  would  come  from  the  group  between  the 
farmer  and  the  consumer  which,  according  to  the  record,  has  absorbed 
most  of  the  reductions  in  farm  prices  as  they  have  been  made. 

Many  other  solutions  to  the  farm  problem  have  been  offered  and 
should  be  considered.  However,  any  new  program  which  is  finally 
adopted  should  let  the  farmer  farm,  should  provide  protection  as  to 
price  for  bis  share  of  the  domestic  market,  and  should  be  paid  for  by 
the  pin-chaser  at  the  market  place.  Under  all  circumstances,  we 
must  keep  the  right  to  sell  in  world  markets  at  competitive  prices, 
authority  for  which  has  always  existed.  We  must  see  that  the 
Secretary  continues  such  a  sales  program. 


RESEARCH  AND  EXTENSION 


C 


One  of  the  Secretary’s  answers  to  the  farm  problem  has  been  in¬ 
creased  emphasis  on  agricultural  research  and  extension  activities. 
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While  members  of  the  Committee  have  always  been  strong  supporters 
of  these  programs  ancfc  have  introduced  legislation  making  increased 
appropriations  possible,  they  have  not  agreed  with  the  Secretary  that 
additional  employees  are  a  substitute  for  legislation  which  will  make 
possible  a  satisfactory  farm  income. 

The  Committee  has  gone  along  in  recent  years  with  sizable  increases 
for  research  and  extension,  so  as  to  give  the  Secretary  the  opportu¬ 
nity  to  carry  out  his  proposals.  Since  1952,  annual  appropriations 
for  the  State  experiment  stations  have  increased  from  $12,670,308  to 
$29,503,708,  an  increase  of  133  percent.  During  this  same  period, 
appropriations  for  the  Extension  Service  have  increased  56  percent 
from  $32,100,789  in  1952  to  $49,865,000  in  1957. 

The  increased  demand  for  research  and  extension  work  during  the 
past  four  years  appears  to  be  the  direct  result  of  the  reduction  in 
farm  income.  Demands  by  farmers  for  better  seed,  improved  culti¬ 
vation  practices,  and  better  fertilizers  and  insecticides,  to  offset  price 
v  and  acreage  reductions,  have  undoubtedly  increased  the  pressure 
/upon  the  Department  for  this  service.  The  increase  in  yields  per 
acre  each  year  appears  to  be  the  result  of  these  demands. 

With  farm  income  continuing  to  fall,  however,  it  is  apparent  that 
increased  appropriations  for  these  activities  is  not  the  answer  to  the 
farm  problem.  It  is  apparent  that  research  personnel  and  county 
agents  are  limited  in  what  they  can  do  to  improve  the  farmer’s  lot  in 
a  period  of  falling  prices,  reduced  acreage  and  increasing  costs. 

In  the  bill  for  1958  the  Committee  is  recommending  the  same  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  research  and  extension  programs  as  was  provided  for 
fiscal  year  1957.  To  continue  rapid  intensification  of  agricultural 
production,  with  added  depletion  of  the  soil  of  the  nation,  seems  to  the 
Committee  to  be  at  cross  purposes  with  other  policies.  In  view  of  the 
fact  that  Congress  ts  asked  to  appropriate  large  sums  under  the  Soil 
Bank  to  reduce  production,  the  Committee  feels  that  further  increases 
in  these  fields  might  well  be  delayed,  especially  in  view  of  the  large 
increases  of  the  last  few  years. 

SOIL  BANK 

)The  Soil  Bank  Program  was  offered  last  year  as  another  answer  to 
the  farm  problem.  It  is  based  on  the  philosophy  that  the  way  to 
help  American  agriculture  is  to  reduce  American  production.  It  was 
offered  as  a  temporary  stop-gap  measure,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
present  program  of  reduced  price  supports,  acreage  reductions,  in¬ 
creased  research  and  education,  and  other  measures  advanced  by  the 
Secretary,  had  failed  and  the  farmers’  plight  had  gotten  worse  and 
worse.  In  fact,  a  carefid  reading  of  the  law  clearly  shows  that  one 
of  the  principal  purposes  of  the  program  was  to  get  some  money  into 
the  farmer’s  hands  last  fall. 

While  there  may  be  some  value  to  the  conservation  reserve  portion 
of  the  program,  findings  developed  by  a  special  investigation  con¬ 
ducted  by  the  Committee,  and  information  received  from  various 
sources  throughout  the  country,  raise  serious  questions  concerning  the 
acreage  reserve  program.  Despite  the  sign-up  of  some  12  million 
acres  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $260  million  under  the  1956  acreage  re¬ 
serve  program,  production  for  most  crops  was  higher  in  1956  than  in 
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previous  years.  Most  farmers  who  placed  a  portion  of  their  land  in 
the  acreage  reserve  stepped  up  production  on>  the  balance  of  their 
land.  Further,  much  of  the  land  placed  in  the  acreage  reserve  was 
drought  land  which  would  not  have  produced  a  good  crop  in  any  event. 

Officials  of  the  Department  feel  that  the  1957  acreage  reserve  pro¬ 
gram  will  show  better  results.  However,  only  75  percent  of  the  par¬ 
ticipation  expected  has  materialized  to  date,  and  if  conditions  im¬ 
prove  in  the  drought  areas  participation  will  be  even  less  than  now 
indicated. 

In  view  of  this  experience,  the  Committee  has  reduced  the  1958 
appropriation  for  payments  under  the  acreage  reserve  program  from 
the  $750,000,000  authorized  for  1957,  and  the  $701,173,340  requested 
for  1958,  to  a  total  of  $600,000,000.  Further,  based  on  the  record 
and  serious  doubts  as  to  the  advisability  of  continuing  this  program 
beyond  the  next  year,  it  has  limited  the  amount  of  commitments 
which  may  be  made  under  the  1958  program  to  $500,000,000.  Rea¬ 
sons  for  these  decisions  appear  later  in  this  report. 

SOIL  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION 

For  several  years  now  the  Committee  has  felt  the  need  for  closer 
coordination  among  the  various  programs  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  and  the  Agricultural  Conservation  Program.  With  two  new 
programs  of  a  similar  type  coming  into  the  picture— the  conservation 
reserve  of  the  Soil  Bank  and  the  Great  Plains  Program— this  need  has 
become  even  greater.  For  this  reason,  and  due  to  the  difficulty  of 
clearly  distinguishing  between  the  activities  under  each  program,  the 
Committee  has  included  a  consolidated  appropriation  for  all  soil  and 
water  conservation  activities  in  the  1958  bill. 

This  new  appropriation  item  includes  the  funds  for  soil  conservation 
operations,  watershed  protection,  flood  prevention,  water  conserva¬ 
tion  and  utilization  projects,  agricultural  conservation  payments,  the 
conservation  reserve,  and  the  Great  Plains  Program.  It  is  believed 
that  such  consolidation  will  make  it  possible  to  save  money  in  the 
overall  program,  while  giving  increased  attention  to  phases  of  the 
program  where  vital  needs  exist.  It  should  also  make  it  possible  to 
make  economies  by  bringing  together  for  the  first  time  the  adminis¬ 
trative  costs  for  soil  and  water  conservation. 

The  combined  appropriation  should  provide  more  flexibility  in 
handling  these  programs  to  make  certain  that  the  funds  are  utilized 
effectively.  For  instance,  under  this  approach,  it  is  hoped  that  it 
may  be  possible  to  speed  up  the  various  watershed  and  flood  preven¬ 
tion  projects,  since  that  appears  to  be  the  most  effective  way  to  carry 
out  soil  and  water  conservation.  Further,  the  new  appropriation  will 
make  it  possible  to  use  the  funds  to  service  new  soil  conservation 
districts  where  this  becomes  necessary  to  further  the  conservation 
program. 

Also,  this  plan  should  enable  the  Congress  to  provide  adequate 
funds  for  soil  and  water  conservation  research  to  implement  the  large 
overall  soil  conservation  programs  authorized  each  year.  There  is 
considerable  evidence  that  soil  bank  funds  and  other  conservation 
money  could  be  more  effectively  used  if  more  conservation  research 
and  investigation  were  done  in  advance.  Proper  attention  to  the  soil 
and  water  research  problems  in  the  various  parts  of  the  country  where 
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the  large  sums  are  being  spent  under  these  programs  should  pay  real 
dividends  under  this  arrangement.  In  some  areas  the  Department 
does  not  now  have  adequate  research  information  to  permit  them  to 
recommend  conservation  practices  to  be  adopted  under  these  con¬ 
servation  programs. 

RURAL  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 

The  Rural  Development  Program,  which  was  offered  several  years 
ago  to  help  the  low  income  farmers  of  the  country,  is  another  program 
adopted  by  the  Secretary  as  a  substitute  for  adequate  farm  income. 
Nine  offices  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  receive  large  sums  for 
this  program,  and  six  other  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  are 
involved  in  this  effort.  It  is  doubtful  if  any  program  could  work 
effectively  with  this  multitude  of  agencies  and  agents. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  is  spending  $2,061,645  in  fiscal 

5 ear  1957  for  this  purpose  and  has  requested  $3,955,720  for  fiscal 
ear  1958.  At  the  present  time,  the  program  is  being  carried  on  in 
only  57  counties,  which  are  designated  as  pilot  counties.  This  work 
may  be  helpful  to  those  counties  now  receiving  this  special  attention 
at  a  cost  of  more  than  $36,000  each.  However,  to  expand  the  program 
to  the  3,000  counties  of  the  nation,  the  ultimate  cost  would  run  well 
over  $100  million  per  year,  which  is  far  beyond  what  the  taxpayer 
can  afford  to  spend  for  this  purpose.  Even  the  Department  suggests 
that  such  program  be  held  to  a  pilot  plan  basis.  This  the  Committee 
has  done  by  holding  the  program  to  the  present  fiscal  year  basis. 

It  is  the  belief  of  a  majority  of  the  Committee  that  the  funds  avail¬ 
able  within  the  1957  base  for  this  work  could  better  be  used  to 
strengthen  the  regular  activities  of  the  various  agencies  involved. 
Such  action  would  be  of  more  general  benefit  to  the  entire  country. 
Since  the  basic  purpose  of  the  regular  activities  of  these  agencies  is 
to  help  all  farmers,  including  low  income  farmers,  the  Committee 
cannot  see  the  justification  for  separate  funds  and  separate  personnel 
for  a  program  which  is  of  necessity  limited  to  a  handful  of  counties. 
In  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  Committee  it  would  be  better  to 
help  the  price  small  farmers  receive  and  let  them  farm.  Such  a  course 
jvDuld  be  of  more  benefit  to  everyone. 

CONTRADICTIONS  IN  PRESENT  POLICIES 

Inherent  contradictions  in  the  present  farm  policies  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  are  extremely  costly  to  the  farmers  and  the  taxpayers  of  the 
country.  On  the  one  hand,  the  Department  recommends  spending 
$1  billion  next  year  under  the  two  phases  of  the  Soil  Bank  to  remove 
crop  land  from  production  for  the  purpose  of  reducing  production. 
At  the  same  time  it  proposes  to  expand  the  research  and  educational 
activities  of  the  Department  to  further  increase  yields  and  expand 
production.  Further,  as  it  advocates  reduced  production,  it  then  pro¬ 
vides  the  two  greatest  incentives  for  increasing  production,  reduced 
acreage  and  reduced  prices. 

As  pointed  out  earlier,  on  April  16  of  this  year,  the  Secretary  re¬ 
ported  to  the  Committee  that  farmers  turned  in  a  remarkable  perform¬ 
ance  in  1956,  achieving  record  crop  production.  At  the  same  time, 
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he  reported  that,  under  the  Soil  Bank,  he  was  doing  everything 
possible  to  curtail  production. 

It  seems  to  the  Committee  that  the  Secretary  and  the  Congress 
must  review  present  programs.  Figures  from  the  Department’s  own 
records  indicate  that  as  of  now  the  policy  makers  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  have  mounted  a  horse  and  are  attempting  to  ride  off  in  all 
directions  at  once.  If  it  is  sound  to  expand  production  through  in¬ 
creases  for  the  various  programs  of  the  Department,  it  is  highly 
questionable  whether  the  Congress  should  appropriate  large  sums  for 
the  acreage  reserve  under  the  Soil  Bank.  If  it  is  sound  to  reduce  pro¬ 
duction,  as  the  Secretary  proposes,  he  should  be  required  to  stop  reduc¬ 
ing  price  supports  and  cutting  acreage,  when  his  own  records  show  that 
increased  production  has  been  the  result  of  these  actions  during  the 
past  few  years. 


RESEARCH  ADVISORY  COMMITTEES 

Recognizing  the  value  of  bringing  to  the  Department  the  advicQ^ 
of  outside  organizations  dealing  with  agriculture,  members  of  the 
Committee  have  strongly  supported  the  twenty-five  research  advisory 
committees  established  ten  years  ago.  The  Committee  has  felt  that 
such  a  system  would  help  to  keep  the  research  program  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  on  a  sound  and  practical  basis  and  has  relied  on  such  groups  to 
provide  the  principal  review  of  the  many  individual  projects  proposed 
in  the  budget  each  year. 

The  Committee  has  been  disappointed  in  the  work  of  these  groups 
in  recent  years.  Instead  of  making  a  thorough  and  continuing  review 
of  existing  research  projects  which  might  be  improved  or  eliminated 
to  make  personnel  available  to  meet  new  problems,  the  large  increases 
proposed  each  year  indicate  that  the  time  of  these  Committees  is  taken 
up  largely  with  the  review  and  approval  of  new  projects  of  special 
interest  for  which  additional  funds  are  always  asked.  This  has  re¬ 
sulted  in  such  large  increases  for  research  that  substantial  sums  were 
not  needed  during  the  current  year  and  have  been  diverted  to  other 
uses. 

The  Committee  urges  that  these  advisory  groups  review  their  basic 
purpose  and  consider  how  to  undertake  new  and  important  research^ 
projects  without  continually  requesting  additional  appropriations.  Iii 
view  of  the  necessity  of  holding  the  research  funds  of  the  Department  ~ 
for  the  coming  year  at  the  1957  level,  such  action  becomes  absolutely 
essential. 

In  this  connection,  the  Committee  has  noted  the  interim  report 
recently  released  by  the  Commission  on  the  Increased  Industrial  Use 
of  Agricultural  Products.  The  Committee  is  disappointed  to  note 
that  the  recommendations  contained  therein  call  for  an  increased 
level  of  Federal  expenditures  of  “*  *  *  not  less  than  three  times  the 
amounts  currently  available;  *  *  *.”  This  is  another  example  of 
proposing  increases  in  Federal  appropriations  in  lieu  of  redirecting 
effort  to  meet  new  demands  within  existing  amounts  of  funds  and 
personnel.  Most  of  the  concrete  proposals  in  this  report,  which 
appear  as  new,  are  really  for  expansion  of  existing  work.  Little,  if 
any  attention  appears  to  have  been  given  to  what  is  already  being 
done  in  these  fields. 
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COMMITTEE  INVESTIGATIONS 


During  the  past  year,  the  Committee  has  made  a  number  of  special 
investigations  of  various  activities  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
These  investigative  reports,  together  with  brief  comments  thereon 
after  review  by  the  Department,  have  been  printed  in  full  in  parts 
1  and  6  of  the  Committee  Hearings  on  the  1958  Budget. 

The  studies  of  (1)  Activities  of  the  General  Sales  Office  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation;  (2)  Foreign  production  statistics,  Foreign 
Agricultural  Service,  and  (3)  Price  spread  data,  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Service,  were  made  to  determine  the  effectiveness  of  these  new 
programs  which  were  set  up  for  the  first  time  by  the  Committee  in  the 
1956  appropriation  bill.  The  findings  have  been  published  for  the 
information  and  use  of  those  interested  in  the  subject  matters  covered. 
In  general,  the  Committee  is  pleased  with  work  being  done  in  these 
fields  by  the  Department,  as  reflected  by  these  reports,  and  urges 
continuation  and  expansion  of  these  programs. 


/  The  investigation  of  the  Commodity  Stabilization  Service  and  the 
handling  of  its  grain  program  is  in  the  nature  of  a  follow-up  of  a  similar 
study  made  a  year  ago.  The  Committee  is  happy  to  note  that  cor¬ 
rective  action  has  been  taken  on  some  of  the  points  raised  in  the  prev¬ 
ious  report.  It  believes,  however,  that  the  Department  should  take 
further  action  to  stop  the  increasing  costs  to  the  CCC  and  the  tax¬ 
payer  of  grain  handling  under  the  1956  Uniform  Grain  Storage 
Agreement. 

The  inquiry  into  the  Soil  Bank  Program  was  made  during  the  first 
three  months  of  calender  year  1957.  It  was  directed  largely  at  the 
1956  program,  since  information  on  1957  was  incomplete.  As  out¬ 
lined  elsewhere  in  this  report,  the  findings  raise  some  serious  questions 
as  to  the  ultimate  value  of  the  program.  These  findings  contributed 
to  a  large  degree  to  the  reduction  in  funds  for  1958  for  this  purpose. 


[  AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 


The  Agricultural  Research  Service  conducts  the  production  and 
utilization  research  of  the  Department  (except  forestry  research),  and 
the  inspection,  disease  and  pest  control,  and  eradication  work  asso- 
iated  with  this  research. 


Research. — The  Committee  recommends  $48,994,890  for  1958,  a 
decrease  of  $11,880,110  in  the  budget  estimate.  Apparent  reductions 
below  1957  come  from  non-recurring  and  transferred  items.  The 
amount  provided  includes  funds  for  all  research  formerly  carried  under 
this  heading,  plus  funds  previously  carried  separately  for  foot-  and- 
mouth  research  at  Plum  Island  and  research  on  strategic  and  critical 
agricultural  materials. 

The  amount  recommended  provides  for  the  continuation  of  these 
programs  at  the  1957  level  of  operation.  It  includes  an  additional 
$2,385,000  for  mandatory  retirement  fund  contributions,  offset  by 
reductions  for  non-recurring  construction  projects  authorized  in  1957 
and  the  transfer  of  conservation  research  funds  to  the  new  soil  and 
water  conservation  appropriation. 

As  pointed  out  earlier  in  this  report,  the  action  of  the  Committee 
is  not  intended  to  deny  or  eliminate  any  of  the  increases  proposed  in 
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the  1958  Budget.  In  view  of  the  urgent  need  for  economy,  however, 
the  Committee  believes  that  it  should  hold  this  appropriation,  to¬ 
gether  with  all  others  in  the  bill,  at  the  1957  level.  It  is  pointed  out 
that  funds  for  research  have  been  increased  56  percent  since  1952. 
Perhaps  a  year  of  settling  down  could  well  add  to  overall  research 
effectiveness.  Good  administration  should  make  it  possible  to  under¬ 
take  many  of  the  new  programs  proposed  in  the  coming  year  through 
the  elimination  or  slowing  down  of  less  worthwhile  projects  now  being 
carried  on.  Even  with  the  1957  appropriation  level  for  next  year, 
there  is  some  latitude  to  undertake  new  projects,  since  a  portion  of 
the  research  money  for  the  present  fiscal  year  will  not  be  used. 

A  number  of  worthwhile  projects  were  brought  to  the  Committee’s 
attention  during  the  hearings  by  various  members  of  Congress,  and 
others,  including  additional  research  on  dried  beans  and  bulb  pro¬ 
duction  and  studies  relative  to  the  contamination  of  agricultural 
products  from  phosphate  plants  and  similar  industrial  establishments. 
Here  again  the  Committee  calls  on  the  Secretary  and  the  research 
advisory  committees  to  give  these  projects  careful  consideration  anu 
make  every  effort  to  undertake  them  through  the  discontinuance  of 
less  productive  work  now  being  performed. 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control. — A  total  of  $25,682,000  is 
proposed  for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  a  decrease  of  $3,112,000  below 
1957  and  a  decrease  of  $1,270,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  The 
amount  recommended  includes  an  additional  $968,000  for  mandatory 
retirement  fund  contributions,  offset  by  a  reduction  of  $4,080,000 
expended  in  1957  for  the  Mediterranean  fruit  fly  which  will  not  be 
required  again  in  1958. 

In  its  report  on  the  Second  Urgent  Deficiency  Appropriation  Bill 
for  1957  the  Committee  called  attention  to  the  serious  problem 
developing  in  the  southern  part  of  the  country  in  connection  with  the 
“fire-ant.”  In  that  report  the  Committee  urged  the  Department  to 
immediately  develop  a  program  to  meet  this  threat  to  the  crops  and 
livestock  of  the  area.  The  Committee  wishes  to  reemphasize  the 
urgency  of  this  matter  and  to  urge  the  Department  to  undertake  this 
program  as  soon  as  possible. 

Meat  inspection. — The  Committee  recommends  the  sum  of  $16,- 
586,000  for  1958,  an  increase  of  $936,000  over  1957  and  a  decrease  d 
$2,132,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  The  entire  increase  represen k- 
the  additional  funds  required  to  meet  the  mandatory  retirement  fund 
contributions  in  1958. 

State  experiment  stations. — An  appropriation  of  $29,503,708  is  rec¬ 
ommended  for  payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska  and  Puerto  Rico. 
Also,  $250,000  is  provided  for  penalty  mail  costs.  The  amounts 
recommended  are  the  same  as  those  provided  for  1957  and  are 
$4,500,000  less  than  proposed  in  the  1958  budget. 

Since  1952,  appropriations  for  this  purpose  have  increased  133 
percent.  This  has  largely  been  due  to  the  Secretary’s  belief  that 
additional  research  is  one  of  the  principal  means  of  offsetting  declining 
farm  income  and  the  increasing  demands  of  the  farmers  of  the  country 
for  better  seed,  fertilizers,  insecticides  and  cultivation  practices  to 
increase  per  acre  production  to  offset  falling  prices  and  reduced  acreage 
allotments. 

As  pointed  out  earlier  in  this  report,  the  Committee  has  gone  along 
with  these  large  increases  in  prior  years  in  order  to  give  the  Secretary 
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the  opportunity  to  try  out  his  policies.  The  Committee  members 
believe  research  to  be  highly  important,  but  would  point  out  that 
expanding  research  designed  to  increase  agricultural  production  is  at 
complete  cross  purposes  with  the  Department’s  program  of  spending 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  through  the  soil  bank  programs— along 
with  price  and  acreage  reductions— in  an  effort  to  curtail  production. 
It  has  held  these  funds  for  next  year  to  the  1957  level  with  the  belief 
that  a  year  of  leveling  off  is  desirable. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE 

The  Extension  Service  takes  research  results  and  other  agricultural 
information  to  rural  people  to  help  them  meet  their  farm  and  home 
problems.  It  is  financed  from  Federal,  State,  county  and  local  sources. 
The  funds  are  used  within  the  States  for  employment  of  county  agents, 
home  demonstration  agents,  4-H  club  agents,  State  specialists,  and 
others  who  conduct  the  educational  programs  of  the  Department. 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico. — The  sum  of 
$49,101,000  is  included  in  the  bill  for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  the  same 
amount  as  available  for  1957.  While  it  does  not  provide  the  increase 
of  $5,264,000  included  in  the  1958  Budget,  such  sum  is  56  percent 
higher  than  appropriations  for  this  purpose  in  1952.  The  Committee 
has  held  to  the  present  year’s  figure  in  line  with  the  general  policy 
followed  throughout  the  bill. 

Much  of  the  increase  authorized  for  this  program  during  the  past 
few  years  has  been  used  by  the  State  Extension  services  to  employ 
administrative  people  and  specialists  at  the  State  level  and  to  carry 
out  the  experimental  Rural  Development  Program  in  57  counties. 
It  appears  that,  despite  these  large  increases  each  year,  the  salaries 
of  county  and  home  demonstration  agents  in  many  areas  have  not 
kept  pace  with  those  in  other  activities  of  the  Department.  According 
to  testimony  presented  to  the  Committee,  this  has  created  a  bad 
situation  in  this  service.  Witnesses  have  pointed  out  to  the  Committee 
that  the  United  States  is  paying  county  agents  assigned  to  foreign 
countries  under  the  Foreign  Aid  Program  considerably  higher  salaries 
than  the  Extension  Service  of  the  various  States  pays  local  agents. 

In  considering  this  matter,  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  county  and 
home  demonstration  agents  are  and  should  be  the  backbone  of  the 
whole  agricultural  system.  However,  the  salaries  are  determined  by 
the  State  extension  services,  and  it  is  beyond  the  power  of  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  to  correct  this  salary  deficiency.  At  the  same 
time,  the  Committee  recognizes  the  value  of  this  activity,  and  feels 
that  it  has  been  a  mistake  for  the  State  extension  services  not  to  keep 
their  salary  levels  comparable  to  those  of  other  Federal  employees 
working  in  the  same  localities. 

The  Committee  strongly  urges,  therefore,  that.  Federal,  State  and 
county  officials  get  together  on  this  problem.  It  believes  that  funds 
can  be  found  within  the  amount  provided  for  the  coming  fiscal  year 
to  meet  the  Federal  share  of  reasonable  salary  increases.  In  the 
opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Committee,  the  funds 
being  used  for  the  Rural  Development  Program  could  better  be  used 
to  meet  these  salary  needs,  than  to  maintain  a  separate  unit  with 
separate  personnel  to  work  with  low  income  farmers  in  only  57  pilot 
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counties  in  the  Nation  at  a  cost  of  more  than  $36,000  per  county. 
Since  the  regular  county  agents  are  authorized  to  work  with  all  types 
of  farmers,  including  low-income  farmers,  the  Committee  urges  that 
funds  now  being  used  for  the  Rural  Development  Program  and  other 
special  programs  at  the  State  level  be  diverted  to  help  provide  needed 
salary  increases  for  the  county  and  home  demonstration  agents. 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents.- — The  budget  estimate  of 
$5,260,000  is  recommended  for  1958  to  meet  the  retirement  fund 
contributions  for  cooperative  extension  agents.  Since  these  funds  are 
not  distributed  under  the  formula  provided  for  the  regular  “grant” 
funds,  a  separate  appropriation  is  provided. 

Penalty  mail. — The  Committee  recommends  the  full  budget  estimate 
of  $2,164,000  for  penalty  mail  costs  of  State  extension  directors  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year,  as  provided  by  Public  Law  705,  84tli  Congress. 
This  is  the  same  amount  as  provided  for  1957. 

Federal  Extension  Service. — The  Committee  recommends  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $2,096,540  for  the  coming  year,  an  increase  of  $96,540  over  . 
1957  and  a  decrease  of  $244,460  in  the  budget  estimate.  The  entire  V 
increase  is  provided  to  meet  the  mandatory  retirement  fund  contribu¬ 
tions  for  this  service  in  1958. 

FARMER  COOPERATIVE  SERVICE 

This  service  conducts  research  and  carries  on  related  service  and 
educational  activities  on  various  problems  of  cooperatives.  It  works 
closely  with  cooperatives  throughout  the  country  to  help  such  organi¬ 
zations  improve  the  operation  of  their  businesses.  It  also  advises 
other  Federal  agencies  on  problems  relating  to  agricultural  coopera¬ 
tives. 

The  bill  includes  the  budget  estimate  of  $578,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1958,  an  increase  of  $28,000  over  1957.  The  entire  increase  covers  the 
mandatory  retirement  fund  contributions  of  this  organization  in  1958. 

AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  SERVICE 

The  marketing  and  distribution  functions  of  the  Department,  which 
are  centered  in  this  Service,  include  research  and  development  of 
agricultural  marketing  and  distribution;  analyses  relating  to  farm  ( 
prices,  income  and  population,  and  demand  for  farm  products;  crop 
and  livestock  estimates  and  related  statistical  and  economic  research ; 
market  news  service ;  inspection,  grading  and  classing  of  farm  products ; 
freight  rate  assistance;  marketing  and  regulatory  acts;  cooperative 
programs  in  marketing;  the  National  School  Lunch  Program;  surplus 
removable  programs  under  section  32  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act;  and  food  trade  activities. 

Marketing  research  and  service. — A  total  of  $28,316,600  is  proposed 
for  1958,  an  increase  of  $1,859,600  over  1957  and  a  reduction  of 
$2,351,900  in  the  budget  estimate.  This  amount  includes  $14,041,700 
for  marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates  and  $14,274,900  for 
marketing  services.  The  full  amount  of  the  increase  covers  the 
mandatory  retirement  fund  contributions  for  these  activities  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year. 

The  Committee  has  approved  budget  language  authorizing  the 
purchase  of  additional  land  to  continue  research  now  being  conducted 
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in  government-owned  buildings  on  leased  land.  The  language  is 
provided  so  that  the  Department  may  take  whatever  steps  may  be 
necessary  to  protect  the  Government’s  investment  in  these  buildings. 

The  Committee  has  received  considerable  testimony  in  recent 
years  from  Department  witnesses  and  others  indicating  that  expanded 
production  of  meat-type  hogs  is  desirable.  Such  hogs  were  developed 
in  this  country  some  years  ago.  They  are  greatly  desired  by  the 
consumer,  but  neither  the  trade  nor  the  Department  have  been 
willing  to  set  up  a  grading  system. 

Farmers  developing  desirable  meat-type  hogs  do  not  find  it  possible 
to  obtain  a  fair  price  in  the  market  for  their  efforts.  Consumers 
would  willingly  consume  more  pork  if  they  were  assured  of  tasty, 
lean  pork.  Hog  producers  suffer  because  of  lack  of  market  and  lack 
of  price  advantage  that  would  encourage  the  production  of  a  more 
marketable  type  of  pork.  This  shortsighted  policy  on  the  part  of 
the  trade  and  the  Department  has  the  further  disastrous  results  of 
making  it  difficult  to  compete  for  world  markets  wdiich  farmers  of 
the  United  States  definitely  need. 

During  this  past  year,  certain  members  of  the  Committee  held 
hearings  at  Morris,  Minnesota,  at  which  time  testimony  was  presented 
on  this  subject.  The  Committee  understands  that  Canada  has  made 
considerable  progress  in  providing  incentives  for  the  production  of 
this  type  of  animal,  which  is  reflected  in  increased  markets  and  prices 
for  Canadian  hogs,  especially  for  A  grade  carcasses.  At  the  same 
time,  the  support  programs  of  the  United  States  for  perishable  com¬ 
modities  have  not  been  effective  and  have  been  costly  to  the  taxpayer. 
The  Committee  recommends,  therefore,  that  appropriate  officials  of 
the  Department  make  a  thorough  study  of  the  Canadian  program  so 
as  to  develop  better  markets  and  prices  to  American  hog  producers. 

Payments  to  States,  Territories  and  Possessions. — The  1957  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $1,160,000  is  recommended  for  the  coming  fiscal  year, 
a  decrease  of  $100,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  Payments  under  this 
program  are  made  on  a  matched-fund  basis  to  State  and  territorial 
marketing  agencies  for  projects  aimed  at  putting  into  use,  in  the 
marketing  of  farm  products,  improved  methods  and  practices  de¬ 
veloped  by  the  marketing  research  program.  The  Committee  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  amount  provided  will  be  adequate  to  match  State 
funds  available  for  this  purpose  during  the  coming  fiscal  year. 

School  Lunch  Program. — -The  Committee  recommends  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $100,000,000  for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  a  continuation  of  the 
program  authorized  for  fiscal  year  1957. 

Testimony  presented  to  the  Committee  indicates  continued  in¬ 
creases  in  the  number  of  school  children  affected  by  this  program  and 
the  number  of  meals  served  each  year.  During  fiscal  year  1956 
some  10K  million  school  children  participated  in  this  program  and 
over  1.7  billion  meals  were  served.  During  that  same  fiscal  year 
total  Federal  contributions,  including  Section  32  donations,  amounted 
to  $228.2  million,  while  State  and  local  contributions,  including  pay¬ 
ments  by  school  children,  totaled  $519  million.  Comparable  esti¬ 
mates  for  the  1957  program  are  that  total  Federal  contributions  will 
be  $284.1  million  and  State  and  local  contributions  will  be  $562  mil¬ 
lion. 
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FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE 

The  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  develops  plans  and  policies  related 
to  the  administration  of  the  foreign  affairs  and  interests  of  United 
States  agriculture.  It  gathers,  analyzes  and  disseminates  to  American 
agriculture  basic  information  on  foreign  marketing  of  United  States 
agricultural  products.  It  coordinates  and  directs  a  worldwide  agri¬ 
cultural  attache  service  with  particular  emphasis  on  the  development 
of  markets  for  American  products  and  on  trade  reporting  from  foreign 
areas  designed  to  aid  the  American  farmers  and  exporters. 

For  the  fiscal  year  1958,  the  Committee  recommends  $3,902,300 
for  this  program,  a  decrease  of  $481,200  in  the  budget  estimate.  An 
increase  of  $152,300  is  recommended  to  meet  the  mandatory  retire¬ 
ment  fund  contributions. 

The  Committee  has  approved  budget  language  which  would  con¬ 
tinue  available  for  agricultural  attaches  certain  authorities  of  the 
Fftate  Department  which  were  codified  into  basic  legislation  last  year, 
i  In  this  connection,  it  has  come  to  the  Committee’s  attention  that  | 
salaries  and  other  emoluments  of  many  of  the  agricultural  attaches  are 
not  comparable  with  those  of  other  foreign  service  employees.  Also, 
the  Committee  has  also  been  informed  that  the  agricultural  attaches 
.  do  not  enjoy  the  same  status  as  other  attaches  in  some  areas.  The 
Committee  deplores  this  situation  and  urges  officials  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  the  State  Department  to  correct  this  con¬ 
dition.  The  agricultural  interests  of  the  United  States  cannot  be 
represented  properly  if  the  agricultural  attaches  are  not  given  equal 
support  and  status  at  each  foreign  post.  It  is  requested  that  this 
Committee  be  kept  advised  of  developments  in  this  matter. 

In  recent  years,  the  Foreign  Agriculture  Service  has  been  trans¬ 
ferring  funds  from  “section  32”  for  fqreign  market  promotion  and 
administration  of  import  controls.  It  is  noted  that  $1,917,800  will  be 
transferred  in  1957  and  it  is  proposed  to  transfer  $2,094,000  in  fiscal 
year  1958.  While  the  Committee  recognizes  this  work  as  a  proper 
charge  to  section  32  funds,  it  feels  that  close  control  over  these  transfers 
must  be  exercised.  It  recommends  that  the  amount  transferred  in  the 
coming  fiscal  year  be  limited  to  a  total  of  $2,000,000. 

COMMODITY  EXCHANGE  AUTHORITY  I 

The  objectives  of  this  program  are  to  prevent  commodity  price 
manipulation  and  corners ;  prevent  dissemination  of  false  and  misleading 
crop  and  market  information;  protect  hedgers  and  other  users  of  the 
commodity  futures  market;  insure  the  benefits  of  membership  priv¬ 
ileges  on  contract  markets  to  cooperative  associations  of  producers; 
insure  trust-fund  treatment  of  margin  moneys  and  equities  of  hedgers 
and  other  traders;  and.  provide  information  to  the  public  regarding 
trading  operations  and  contract  markets. 

The  budget  estimate  of  $832,000  is  proposed  for  the  coming  fiscal 
year  for  this  purpose.  The  full  increase  of  $44,600  is  recommended 
to  meet  the  mandatory  retirement  fund  contributions  during  the 
coming  fiscal  year. 
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COMMODITY  STABILIZATION  SERVICE 

The  Commodity  Stabilization  Service  has  responsibility  for  the 
operation  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  and  marketing  quota  program,  the  Sugar  Act,  the  International 
Wheat  Agreement,  the  ASC  State  and  County  Offices,  and  various 
related  activities. 

Acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas. — An  appropriation  of 
$40,715,000  is  included  in  the  bill  for  the  fiscal  year  1958,  a  decrease 
of  $248,000  below  the  1957  appropriation  and  a  reduction  of  $2,285,000 
in  the  budget  estimate.  The  amount  approved  includes  an  additional 
$291,000  to  meet  mandatory  retirement  fund  contributions,  offset  by 
an  estimated  savings  due  to  the  fact  that  certain  operations  can  be 
done  concurrently  for  this  program  and  for  the  soil  bank  programs. 

Last  year,  funds  were  provided  to  initiate  a  three-year  plan  to  increase 
salaries  of  county  office  employees  to  a  level  equal  to  that  of  Federal 
and  private  employees  doing  comparable  work.  In  view  of  the  need 
for  economy  this  year,  and  in  view  of  the  decision  of  the  Committee 
to  hold  all  appropriations  at  the  1957  level,  additional  funds  are  not 
included  to  continue  this  program  during  the  coming  fiscal  year.  The 
Committee  recognizes  the  value  of  this  program,  however,  and  recom¬ 
mends  that  it  be  continued  during  the  next  year  within  funds  avail¬ 
able.  A  revision  in  present  methods  of  administering  acreage  controls 
should  make  this  possible. 

Sugar  Act  program. — 'The  Committee  recommends  the  sum  of 
$67,662,500  for  1958,  an  increase  of  $62,500  over  1957  and  a  decrease 
of  $4,537,500  in  the  budget  estimate.  The  additional  $62,500  covers 
the  mandatory  retirement  fund  contributions  in  fiscal  year  1958. 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION 

Crop  insurance  offered  to  agriculture  producers  by  the  Corporation 
provides  protection  from  losses  caused  by  unavoidable  natural  haz¬ 
ards,  such  as  insect  and  wildlife  damage,  plant  diseases,  fire,  drought, 
flood,  wind,  and  other  weather  conditions.  It  does  not  indemnify 
producers  for  losses  resulting  from  negligence  or  failure  to  observe 
good  farming  practices. 

The  Committee  recommends  the  sum  of  $6,376,700  for  administra¬ 
tion  of  this  program  in  1958,  a  decrease  of  $923,300  in  the  budget 
estimate.  An  increase  of  $166,700  is  recommended  to  meet  the 
mandatory  retirement  fund  contributions  in  1958. 

This  program  was  set  up  nine  years  ago  on  an  experimental  basis 
in  an  effort  to  determine  whether  or  not  crop  insurance  is  economically 
feasible.  For  three  years  the  Corporation  operated  at  a  surplus; 
for  six  j^ears  it  operated  at  a  deficit.  During  this  period,  premiums 
totaled  $173.1  million  and  indemnities  totaled  $190  million,  a  net 
loss  of  $16.9  million. 

During  the  next  year,  the  Committee  suggests  that  a  reappraisal 
of  the  entire  program  be  made  by  the  Department  to  determine  the 
feasibility  of  getting  sufficient  nationwide  coverage  to  make  the 
program  solvent  and  to  justify  its  continuation.  Perhaps  the  only 
alternative  is  disaster  relief.  If  this  be  true,  it  probably  is  advisable 
to  continue  this  program,  even  though  small  losses  have  been  incurred 
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in  the  past.  Under  an  insurance  program  of  this  type,  the  cost  to  the 
Federal  Government  is  less.  Also,  it  would  appear  better  to  have 
stricken  farmers  drawing  insurance  indemnities  rather  than  disaster 
relief  payments. 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Rural  Electrification  Administration  was  established  by  Exec¬ 
utive  Order  in  1935  to  make  loans  for  the  extension  of  central  station 
electric  service  to  unserved  rural  people.  The  agency  was  continued 
by  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936  and  became  a  part  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  1939.  In  1949  the  Act  was  amended 
to  authorize  REA  to  make  loans  for  the  purpose  of  furnishing  and 
improving  telephone  service  to  rural  areas.  Loans  for  construction 
of  electric  and  telephone  facilities  are  self  liquidating  within  a  period 
not  to  exceed  35  years,  including  interest. 

Loan  authorization. — The  bill  for  1958  includes  the  budget  estimates 
of  $179  million  for  electrification  loans  and  $60  million  for  telephone 
loans.  These  amounts  are  $275  million  less  than  funds  authorized 
for  the  fiscal  year  1957,  due  to  the  additional  $200  million  loan 
authority  contained  in  the  Second  Urgent  Deficiency  Appropriation 
Act  of  1957. 

Recent  surveys  of  needs  for  electrification  loans  indicate  a  substan¬ 
tial  increase  in  demand  over  that  expected  at  the  time  the  1957  bill 
was  enacted  and  the  1958  estimates  were  initiated.  The  sums  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  accompanying  bill,  together  with  the  funds  made  avail¬ 
able  for  1957,  including  the  supplemental  funds,  should  provide  ade¬ 
quate  loan  authorizations  to  meet  all  foreseeable  needs  through  June 
30,  1958. 

Salaries  and  expenses. — For  administrative  expenses,  the  Committee 
recommends  the  sum  of  $9,030,950,  an  increase  of  $430,950  over  1957 
and  a  decrease  of  $598,050  in  the  budget  estimate.  The  amount 
provided  is  the  1957  appropriation  plus  the  increase  needed  to  meet 
the  mandatory  retirement  fund  contributions  in  1958. 

FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration  performs  the  following  five 
major  activities:  (1)  makes  direct  and  insured  farm  ownership  loans 
to  farm  tenants,  farm  laborers,  sharecroppers  and  other  individuals 
for  the  purchase,  enlargement  or  development  of  family  type  farms; 
(2)  makes  production  and  subsistence  loans  to  farmers  and  stockmen 
for  farm  operating  expenses  and  other  farm  needs,  including  the  financ¬ 
ing  of  indebtedness  and  family  subsistence;  (3)  makes  direct  and  in¬ 
sured  soil  and  water  conservation  loans  for  the  development  and  utili¬ 
zation  of  water  supplies  and  for  the  improvement  of  farm  land  by  soil 
and  water  conserving  facilities  and  practices;  (4)  makes  emergency 
loans  to  farmers  and  stockmen  in  designated  areas  where  disaster  has 
caused  need  for  agricultural  credit  not  readily  available  from  other 
sources,  and  (5)  makes  farm  housing  loans  for  construction,  improve¬ 
ment,  alteration,  repair  or  replacement  of  dwellings  and  other  farm 
buildings.  Technical  guidance  in  planning  and  carrying  out  sound 
farm  operations  is  provided  farmers  on  the  basis  of  their  individual 
problems  and  needs.  No  loans  are  made  to  applicants  who  can  secure 
adequate  credit  from  other  sources  at  reasonable  rates. 
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Loan  authorizations.- — For  the  lending  programs  of  this  agency,  the 
Committee  recommends  a  total  of  $209,500,000  for  the  coming  fiscal 
year.  This  includes  $24,000,000  for  farm  ownership  loans,  $180,000,- 
000  for  farm  operation  (production  and  subsistence)  loans,  and  $5,- 
500,000  for  soil  and  water  conservation  loans.  The  total  amount  rec¬ 
ommended  is  $450,000,000  less  than  amounts  authorized  for  1957  and 
is  $26,000,000  below  the  1958  budget  estimates. 

The  authorizations  for  farm  operation  loans  and  soil  and  water 
conservation  loans  are  the  same  as  authorized  for  1957  and  as  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  1958  Budget.  The  Committee  has  reduced  the  budget 
request  for  farm  ownership  loans  to  $24,000,000,  the  same  level  as 
authorized  for  1957.  It  feels  that  the  Department  has  a  moral  obli¬ 
gation  to  protect  the  interests  of  borrowers  as  well  as  the  interests  of 
the  Government.  Recognition  must  be  given  to  the  fact  that  these 
loans  are  made  on  a  long-term  basis  and  can  be  disastrous  to  the  family 
farmer  if  the  current  market  value  of  his  farm  is  out  of  line  with  its 
earning  capacity. 

)  The  present  cost-price  relationship  makes  it  difficult  for  family 
farmers  who  have  no  debt  to  meet  their  operation  obligations.  The 
additional  burden  of  a  debt  repayment  creates  an  even  more  difficult 
situation.  Evidence  presented  to  the  Committee  shows  that  only 
three  States  have  a  land  price  index  figure  below  the  1920  level.  The 
high  land  values  during  the  early  1920’s  contributed  greatly  to  the 
farm  difficulties  during  the  great  depression  which  followed  when  the 
earning  capacity  of  farms  declined  seriously. 

The  Committee  is  disturbed  by  the  trend  away  from  the  original 
purposes  of  this  agency.  This  program  had  its  origin  in  the  depres¬ 
sion,  where  farmers  were  in  serious  economic  straits  and  were  unable 
to  obtain  any  form  of  credit  from  any  source.  It  was  set  up  to  help 
farmers  who  had  no  other  means  of  obtaining  funds  to  feed  their 
families.  With  farm  income  again  at  depression  levels,  this  same  need 
exists. 

In  recent  years,  however,  this  agency  has  tended,  under  instructions 
from  the  Department,  to  get  away  from  its  original  purpose  and  has 
ceased  to  be  the  place  to  which  the  “down  and  out”  farmer  can  turn 
to  obtain  funds  to  hold  on  until  he  can  do  better.  Beginning  with 
1953,  changes  in  policy  and  regulations  have  encouraged  some  field 
)  offices  to  require  that  a  farmer  show  that  he  can  make  a  gross  income 
of  around  $4,000  per  year  before  he  can  be  considered  eligible  for  a 
loan.  While  the  Committee  recognizes  the  value  of  standards  and 
guides  in  making  loans,  it  is  also  cognizant  of  the  basic  purpose  of  this 
agency  and  the  need  to  continue  available  a  source  of  credit  to  destitute 
farmers — even  though  it  may  almost  amount  to  partial  relief  in  some 
cases,  especially  in  periods  of  farm  depression  such  as  the  country  is 
now  experiencing.  The  Department  should  recognize  that,  by  reduc¬ 
ing  the  farmers’  price  and  acreage,  it  has  contributed  to  maldng  his 
farm  an  uneconomic  unit. 

The  Committee  urges  the  Secretary  and  the  new  Administrator  of 
this  agency  to  redirect  this  program  along  the  lines  originally  contem¬ 
plated.  This  is  preferable  to  a  program  of  out-right  relief  which  is 
probably  the  only  alternative. 

Salaries  and  expenses. — An  appropriation  of  $29,089,500  is  recom¬ 
mended  for  the  administrative  expenses  of  this  agency  during  the 
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coming  fiscal  year,  a  decrease  of  $910,500  in  the  budget  estimate’ 
The  full  amount  of  the  increase  of  $1,339,500  recommended  in  the 
bill  is  required  to  meet  the  mandatory  retirement  fund  contributions 
next  year. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  GENERAL  COUNSEL 

This  office  performs  all  legal  work  arising  from  the  activities  of  the 
Department.  The  General  Counsel  represents  the  Department  in 
many  administrative  proceedings  for  the  promulgation  of  rules  hav¬ 
ing  the  force  and  effect  of  law;  in  quasi-judicial  hearings  held  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  administration  of  various  programs  and  acts;  and 
in  proceedings  before  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  involving 
freight  rates  and  practices  relating  the  farm  commodities.  He  serves 
as  general  counsel  for  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  the 
Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation.  In  addition,  he  furnishes  nec¬ 
essary  review  in  connection  with  criminal  cases  arising  under  the 
programs  of  the  Department  for  the  purposes  of  referring  them  to 
the  Department  of  Justice. 

The  sum  of  $2,943,000  is  proposed  for  this  office  for  1958,  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $229,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  An  increase  of  $158,000  is 
provided  to  meet  the  mandatory  retirement  fund  contributions  of  this 
office  during  the  coming  year. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

The  Office  of  the  Secretary  includes  such  staff  offices  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  as  the  immediate  Office  of  the  Secretary,  the  Office  of  Person¬ 
nel,  the  Office  of  Budget  and  Finance,  the  Office  of  Plant  and 
Operations,  and  the  Office  of  Hearing  Examiners. 

The  Committee  recommends  $2,640,660  for  1958,  an  increase  of 
$140,660  over  funds  appropriated  for  1957  and  a  decrease  of  $85,340 
in  the  budget  estimates.  The  entire  increase  is  required  to  meet  the 
1958  retirement  fund  contributions. 

One  of  the  more  urgent  items  proposed  in  the  budget  for  this  office 
was  an  increase  of  $25,700  for  additional  hearing  examiners.  During 
the  hearings  it  was  pointed  out  that  one  of  the  problems  facing  this 
activity  is  the  extended  length  of  some  of  the  hearings  on  the  various 
marketing  orders  of  the  Department.  An  example  was  cited  con¬ 
cerning  a  milk  marketing  order  hearing  in  New  York  and  New  Jersey 
which  had  been  in  session  for  84  days  and  had  not  been  completed. 

The  Committee  can  understand  the  problem  here.  However,  since 
it  is  not  possible  to  provide  the  additional  funds  requested  it  is  sug¬ 
gested  that  the  Department  take  such  steps  as  may  be  necessary  to 
place  a  reasonable  time  limit  on  these  hearings. 

OFFICE  OF  INFORMATION 

The  Office  of  Information  has  general  direction  and  supervision 
over  all  publications  and  other  information  activities  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  The  office  publishes  the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture,  the  Annual 
Report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  Directory, 
and  the  Department  List  of  Publications.  It  handles  the  distribution 
of  farm  bulletins  and  requests  for  information  received  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  It  also  produces  motion  pictures,  art  and  graphics  materials 


AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS,  1958  23 

and  photographic  work  for  the  Department  and  other  government 
agencies  through  reimbursement. 

For  the  coming  year,  the  Committee  recommends  the  sum  of 
$1,367,500,  an  increase  of  $42,500  over  1957  and  a  decrease  of  $97,500 
in  the  budget  estimate.  The  full  increase  is  required  to  meet  the 
mandatory  retirement  fund  contributions  next  year. 

LIBRARY 

The  Library  procures  and  preserves  all  information  concerning 
Agriculture.  Under  the  act  establishing  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  it  serves  as  the  national  agricultural  library. 

The  bill  includes  $772,000  for  this  activity  for  the  coming  fiscal  year, 
a  decrease  of  $52,000  in  the  budget  estimates.  An  increase  of  $37,000 
is  provided  to  meet  the  mandatory  retirement  contributions  of  this 
office  during  the  next  year. 

I  SOIL  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION 

This  appropriation  includes  all  funds  for  the  Soil  Conservation  Serv¬ 
ice,  including  soil  conservation  operations,  watershed  protection,  flood 
prevention,  and  water  conservation  and  utilization  projects.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  it  includes  funds  for  the  new  Great  Plains  Program,  the  Agri-1 
cultural  Conservation  Program,  and  the  conservation  reserve  portion 
of  the  Soil  Bank. 

As  explained  earlier  in  the  report,  the  Committee  has  consolidated 
the  funds  for  all  of  these  programs  into  a  single  appropriation  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year.  It  is  expected  that  this  action  will  result  in  closer 
coordination  among  the  soil  and  water  conservation  activities  of  the 
Department  and  will  provide  sufficient  flexibility  to  make  certain  that 
the  more  valuable  portions  of  the  program  are  properly  financed, 
or  even  expanded  where  new  districts  and  projects  are  involved  and 
local  people  are  ready  to  meet  their  share  of  the  cost.  This  should 
insure  maximum  advancement  and  effectiveness  of  the  soil  and  water 
conservation  efforts  of  the  Department  and  should  result  in  economies 
of  operation.  It  should  also  result  in  the  integration  of  these  programs 
to  the  point  where  basic  legislation  can  be  simplified. 

|  The  amount  recommended  for  tlie  coming  year  for  the  combined 
appropriation  is  $535,000,000,  a  decrease  of  $133,441,660  in  the  budget 
estimates  for  1958  for  these  programs.  The  amount  proposed  is 
$210,268,000  above  1957  appropriations  actually  made  to  date  for 
these  programs.  However,  when  the  $450,000,000  authorized  spend¬ 
ing  from  CCC  for  the  1957  conservation  reserve  program  of  the  Soil 
Bank  is  taken  into  consideration,  the  amount  recommended  is 
$239,732,000  below  the  rate  of  expenditures  authorized  for  these  pur¬ 
poses  during  1957. 

In  addition,  the  bill  includes  an  advance  authorization  of  $250,000,000 
for  the  1958  agricultural  conservation  program,  which  is  the  same 
amount  as  was  authorized  for  the  1955,  1956  and  1957  programs.  The 
bill  also  includes  language  limiting  the  size  of  future  conservation 
reserve  programs  to  $250,000,000  in  any  calendar  year. 

The  Committee  expects  that  increased  emphasis  will  be  given  to 
watershed  protection  and  flood  prevention  projects  in  carrying  out  the 
soil  conservation  program  under  the  consolidated  appropriation. 
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In  developing  the  long-range  conservation  programs,  it  is  imperative 
that  the  maximum  use  be  made  of  water  resources.  The  Committee 
suggests  that  all  watershed  plans  inaugurated  under  Public  Law  566 
provide  for  maximum  water  conservation  on  an  economically  feasible 
basis. 

To  spend  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  for  the  various  phases  of 
the  Soil  Bank,  and  to  invest  less  than  $30,000,000  a  year  in  the  perma¬ 
nent  type  of  conservation  which  the  watershed  protection  and  flood 
prevention  projects  provide,  is  extremely  short-sighted.  Some  of 
these  projects  have  been  under  construction  since  1944  and,  at  the 
present  rate  of  progress,  many  will  require  another  30  to  40  years  to 
complete.  It  is  estimated  that  a  total  of  $70,000,000  will  have  been 
expended  on  the  eleven  major  watershed  projects  as  of  next  June  30. 
During  the  past  few  years,  the  Department  has  spent  more  than  this 
amount  for  emergency  feed  assistance  and  other  types  of  disaster 
programs  in  the  drought  areas.  Had  this  amount  been  spent  to  speed 
up  the  watershed  and  flood  prevention  projects,  it  is  safe  to  assume  . 
that  a  great  deal  of  the  damage  could  have  been  prevented  and  most  ( 
emergency  appropriations  could  have  been  avoided.  Also,  the  amount 
spent  would  have  become  a  permanent  investment  in  long-term  soil 
and  water  conservation,  rather  than  temporary  relief  of  no  perma¬ 
nent  value. 

The  budget  included  $5  million  for  transfer  to  the  Forest  Service 
for  the  expansion  of  State  operated  tree  nurseries.  In  view  of  the 
reduction  in  the  funds  for  the  overall  soil  and  water  conservation 
activities,  the  amount  for  this  purpose  during  the  coming  year  will  be 
small.  The  Committee  believes  that  adequate  seedlings  should  be 
available  for  the  conservation  reserve  program.  However,  in  view 
of  the  slow  rate  at  which  land  owners  have  signed  up  and  the  fact 
that  in  many  areas  adequate  supplies  are  available  at  reasonable 
prices  from  nurserymen,  the  Committee  directs  that  the  Department 
make  a  new  survey  of  the  need  for  such  nurseries  and  limit  Govern¬ 
ment  support  for  growth  of  seedlings  to  those  areas  where  local 
nurserymen  cannot  meet  the  need  at  reasonable  prices. 

The  appropriation  under  this  heading  includes  $7,200,000  for  soil 
and  water  conservation  research  for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  This 
fund  has  been  transferred  from  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  to  . 
this  appropriation  in  order  that  it  may  be  considered  in  connection  ( 
with  the  overall  soil  and  water  conservation  programs  with  which  such 
research  is  identified.  As  pointed  out  earlier  in  this  report,  the  need 
for  this  research  becomes  increasingly  important  as  the  conservation 
programs  expand.  In  some  areas  of  the  country  little  or  no  conserva¬ 
tion  research  has  been  done  to  serve  as  a  basis  for  establishing  prac¬ 
tices  and  regulations  for  the  conduct  of  these  programs.  In  other 
areas  the  conservation  research  program  is  poorly  organized  and  is 
conducted  in  borrowed  buildings  and  with  borrowed  facilities.  There¬ 
fore,  the  Department  is  urged  to  review  its  activities  on  the  basis  of 
the  new  combined  soil  and  water  conservation  program  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  and  to  establish  proper  research  programs  in  each  major  area  of 
the  country.  In  this  connection,  the  Committee  has  included  lan¬ 
guage  authorizing  the  use  of  $1,200,000  for  additional  research  facilities 
as  requested  by  the  budget  and  for  additional  work  in  the  Barnes- 
Aasted  and  other  soil  types  of  the  North  Central  area. 
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Several  members  of  Congress  have  requested  that  the  Committee 
take  action  to  place  all  watershed  protection  projects  on  the  same 
cost-sharing  basis.  The  Committee  considered  this  matter  and  dis¬ 
cussed  it  with  representatives  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  who 
pointed  out  that  the  earlier  projects  gained  certain  other  advantages 
to  offset  a  slightly  higher  local  contribution.  It  appears,  however, 
that  any  relief,  if  in  order,  would  be  beyond  the  control  of  this  Com¬ 
mittee,  since  such  change  would  require  basic  legislation. 

ACREAGE  RESERVE,  SOIL  BANK 

As  pointed  out  earlier,  the  acreage  reserve  program  was  estab¬ 
lished  under  dire  necessity  to  get  some  funds  in  the  hands  of  the 
farmer  last  year.  It  was  created  to  compensate  producers  for  reducing 
their  acreages  below  farm  acreage  allotments  or  base  acreages,  a  course 
which  the  Secretary  now  recognizes  will  not  control  production. 
Commodities  affected  are  wheat,  corn,  cotton,  rice,  most  types  of 
)  tobacco  and  peanuts.  Producers  are  compensated  through  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  negotiable  certificates  which  CCC  redeems  in  cash  or,  with 
respect  to  grains,  in  grains  at  a  price  which  will  not  materially  impair 
the  market  price  for  such  grain  and  will  encourage  acceptance  of 
grains  in  lieu  of  cash.  It  is  now  apparent  that,  if  this  program  were 
to  be  pushed,  it  would  have  a  damaging  effect  on  local  business. 

The  Soil  Bank  Act  authorized  an  annual  acreage  reserve  program 
of  $750,000,000,  to  be  financed  from  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
capital  funds  on  a  reimburseable  basis  for  the  first  year.  The  basic 
Act  provided  further  that,  beginning  with  the  1958  fiscal  year,  the 
program  should  be  financed  through  regular  annual  appropriations. 
The  appropriation  included  in  the  bill  for  1958,  which  is  the  first  one 
considered  by  Congress  for  this  purpose,  is  $600,000,000.  This  is  a 
decrease  of  $101,173,340  in  the  budget  estimate,  and  a  decrease  of 
$150,000,000  below  the  program  authorized  for  1957. 

As  discussed  earlier  in  this  report,  the  majority  of  the  members  of 
the  Committee  have  serious  doubts  that  the  program  will  reach  its 
basic  objective  of  reducing  production — and  would  question  it  further 
if  it  did.  Department  of  Agriculture  statistics  on  the  1956  program 
.indicate  that  production  was  higher  for  most  crops  in  1956  than  for 
)  earlier  years,  due  to  increased  yields  on  acreage  continued  in  produc¬ 
tion  and  the  retirement  of  unproductive  and  drought-stricken  land. 
While  it  is  still  too  early  to  have  firm  figures  for  the  1957  program, 
present  indications  are  that  total  production  will  not  be  reduced 
materially — despite  the  expenditure  of  large  sums  under  this  program 
in  1957. 

The  Committee  made  a  full  field  investigation  of  this  program  early 
this  year.  The  findings  of  that  investigation,  which  are  printed  in 
complete  detail  in  part  6  of  the  hearings  on  the  1958  Budget,  reveal 
many  undesirable  aspects  of  this  program  and  many  instances  of 
abuses  which  will  have  a  very  detrimental  effect  on  agriculture  in  the 
future.  Instances  are  cited  and  others  have  later  appeared  where  the 
amount  of  rental  paid  to  remove  land  from  production  exceeds  the 
total  value  of  the  land.  Instances  are  also  reported  where  land 
removed  from  production  from  one  crop,  for  which  Federal  payment  is 
made,  has  been  put  into  other  crops — thereby  creating  double  income 
on  such  land.  Numerous  instances  have  also  been  reported  where 
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nonfarm  people  have  invested  in  land  with  the  expectation  that 
acreage  reserve  payments  from  the  Government  will  more  than  repay 
their  full  investment  in  a  few  years.  Also,  some  cases  have  been 
cited  where  individuals  have  leased  land  from  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  have  placed  it  in  the  acreage  reserve  program  at  rates  higher 
than  those  paid  under  the  original  lease. 

Some  members  of  the  Committee  feel  that  the  program  should  be 
discontinued  immediately,  on  the  basis  that  it  is  pointed  in  the  wrong 
direction.  Others  feel  that  it  should  be  eliminated  gradually  in  the 
next  few  years.  Since  it  is  felt  that  complete  elimination  is  a  major 
policy  decision  which  should  be  handled  through  regular  legislative 
channels,  the  Committee  has  moved  in  the  direction  of  gradual 
elimination  of  the  program  by  reducing  the  appropriation  for  1958  to 
$600,000,000  and  by  reducing  the  size  of  the  next  year’s  program  to 
$500,000,000. 

There  are  two  reasons  why  the  acreage  reserve  program  has  failed  to 
curtail  production  by  any  significant  amount.  One  is  that  the  farmery 
has  rented  the  poorer  part  of  his  land  to  the  Government  and,  thereby, y 
has  not  taken  out  of  production  land  with  average  production.  The 
other  is  that  the  farmer  has  increased  his  per-acre  yields  on  the  land 
not  placed  in  the  acreage  reserve,  to  offset  the  loss  of  production  on 
the  land  taken  out  of  use.  If  it  is  desirable  to  reduce  production 
through  a  program  of  this  type,  and  if  large  sums  are  to  be  expended 
for  this  purpose,  the  Committee  feels  that  regulations  must  be  adopted 
which  will  make  certain  that  land  with  average  productivity  is  placed 
in  the  acreage  reserve.  It  might  be  advisable  to  require  that,  to  be 
eligible  for  acreage  reserve  payments,  the  farmer  should  reduce  his  pro¬ 
duction  by  the  percentage  that  the  rented  acres  have  to  the  total 
acreage  on  the  farm. 

In  any  event,  this  program  will  always  be  considered  by  the  87 
percent  of  nonfarmers  as  a  means  of  giving  the  farmer  something  for 
nothing.  In  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  Committee  it  should 
be  curtailed  for  that  reason,  if  for  no  other.  As  stated  earlier,  the 
principal  justification  for  this  program  is  to  restore  to  the  farmer  some 
of  the  income  he  has  lost  through  reduced  prices  and  acreage. 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION  £ 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  was  organized  on  October  17, 
1933.  From  1933  through  1939  it  was*  managed  and  operated  in 
close  affiliation  with  the  Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation.  In 
July  1939,  it  was  transferred  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  by 
the  President’s  Reorganization  Plan  Number  1.  Under  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  Charter  Act  of  1948,  it  was  established 
as  an  instrumentality  of  the  United  States  under  a  permanent  Fed¬ 
eral  Charter.  Operations  of  the  Corporation  are  conducted  under 
five  major  programs:  (1)  price  support,  (2)  supply  and  foreign  pur¬ 
chase,  (3)  storage  facilities,  (4)  commodity  exports,  and  (5)  special 
activities. 

Restoration  of  Capital  Impairment. — -A  total  of  $1,239,788,671  is 
included  in  the  bill  for  restoration  of  capital  impairment  of  the 
Corporation  through  June  30,  1956.  A  breakdown  of  this  amount  is 
as  follows: 
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Price  support  program:  ( Thousands ) 

Basic  commodities _  $305,  986 

Mandatory  nonbasic  commodities _  457,  340 

Other  nonbasic  commodities _  211,  607 


Total  price  support  program _  $974,  933 

Commodity  Export  Program _  69,  576 

Interest,  administrative,  and  other  (net) _  195,  280 


Total  realized  losses _ $1,  239,  789 

It.  is  interesting  to  note  that  only  25  percent  of  this  amount  repre¬ 
sents  price  support  losses  on  basic  commodities.  Most  of  the  balance 
is  involved  in  nonbasics. 

A  further  breakdown  of  this  amount  is  as  follows:  ( Thousands ) 

Loss  on  commodity  transactions _  $611,  854 

Storage  and  handling  charges _  281,  173 

Transportation  and  related  costs _  151,  801 

Administrative  and  related  expenses _  36,  585 

Interest  expense _  158,  376 


Total  realized  losses _  1,  239,  789 


These  figures  show  that  only  half  of  the  amount  is  due  to  com¬ 
modity  losses.  The  remaining  half  is  involved  in  storage  and  handling, 
transportation,  administrative  and  interest  costs. 

If  competitive  sales  had  been  the  policy  for  the  last  four  years,  a 
large  portion  of  the  interest,  storage  and  handling  charges  of  over 
$1  billion  could  have  been  saved.  Further,  had  the  United  States 
stayed  in  world  market  on  a  competitive  basis  during  this  period, 
the  rapid  accumulation  of  CCC  stocks  could  have  been  averted  and 
the  large  reduction  in  acreage  allotments  could  have  been  avoided. 
Also,  it  is  entirely  possible  that  the  need  for  the  Soil  Bank  Program 
would  not  have  developed.  This  would  have  saved  several  billions 
of  dollars  additional  to  the  taxpayer. 

At  the  continued  urging  of  this  Committee,  and  after  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  an  effective  sales  organization  for  the  Corporation  in  the 
1956  Appropriation  Act,  the  Department  has  been  selling  United 
States  agricultural  commodities  in  foreign  trade  for  dollars  on  a 
satisfactory  basis.  Since  the  Department  started  to  sell  commodities 
competitively,  dollars  sales  have  totaled  $1.8  billion.  Last  year 
approximately  seven  million  bales  of  cotton  were  sold,  and  the  stocks 
of  many  other  commodities  were  reduced  substantially. 

In  connection  with  the  sales  of  cotton,  large  sums  were  rebated  to 
the  purchasers  based  on  Government  reclassing  of  the  cotton  after 
it  had  been  sold.  Information  furnished  the  Committee  indicates 
that  some  $46,000,000  was  paid  out  in  this  manner,  better  than 
half  of  which  went  to  six  of  the  largest  international  cotton  traders. 
This  situation  results  either  from  poor  initial  classing  or  substantial 
deterioration  during  the  period  the  cotton  was  held  off  world  markets. 
It  is  hard  for  the  Committee  to  understand,  however,  how  either  of 
these  factors  could  develop  to  such  an  extent.  There  appears  to 
be  no  evidence  of  collusion,  though  in  some  cases  the  same  persons 
performed  both  classing  operations — when  it  was  taken  over  by 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  when  it  was  sold  to  the  private 
purchaser.  It  would  appear  that  the  same  judgment  would  be  applied 
on  both  occasions.  Further,  reports  reaching  the  Committee  indicate 
that  much  of  this  cotton  was  sold  in  world  trade  at  the  original  or 
a  higher  grade  comparatively,  even  though  these  large  rebates  were 
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paid  presumably  for  deterioration  of  the  cotton  while  in  storage.  In 
view  of  these  findings,  the  Committee  recommends  that  Department 
officials  adopt  a  regulation  which  would  deny  reclassification  unless 
there  was  a  certification  from  the  purchaser  that  the  cotton  had  been 
or  would  be  offered  in  world  trade  at  the  same  or  equivalent  grade 
and  class  as  that  at  which  it  was  reclassed  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  In  the  absence  of  such  action,  the  cotton  should  be 
sampled  on  request  in  advance  of  sale  without  reclassing  rights. 

Administrative  expenses. — The  Committee  recommends  $34,398,000 
for  the  administrative  expenses  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
during  the  coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  a  reduction  of  $4,002,000  in  the 
budget  estimate.  An  increase  of  $1 ,398,000  over  1957  is  recommended 
to  meet  the  mandatory  retirement  fund  contributions  payable  under 
this  item. 

REIMBURSEMENTS  TO  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

The  bill  for  1958  includes  the  sum  of  $843,076,238  for  reimburse¬ 
ments  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  nonprice  support  ac¬ 
tivities  financed  during  fiscal  year  1956  from  Corporation  funds  under 
special  legislative  acts.  The  amount  recommended  includes  $18,- 
581,660  for  reimbursements  for  animal  disease  eradication  activities; 
$80,449  for  reimbursements  for  grading  and  classing  activities  of  the 
Agriculture  Marketing  Service;  and  $824,414,129  for  special  com¬ 
modity  disposal  programs,  such  as  the  International  Wheat  Agreement 
and  Public  Law  480. 

The  reimbursement  for  animal  disease  eradication  includes  $1 
853,450  for  eradication  of  vesicular  exanthema  of  swine,  and  $16,- 
728,210  for  an  accelerated  program  of  brucellosis  eradication  under 
Title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954. 

The  reimbursement  of  $824,414,129  for  the  special  commodity  dis¬ 
posal  programs  includes  $92,930,611  for  the  International  Wheat 
Agreement,  $94,483,51 8  for  emergency  famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples 
under  Title  II  of  Public  Law  480,  and  $637,000,000  for  the  sale  of 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign  currencies  under  Title  I 
of  Public  Law  480. 


FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Farm  Credit  Administration  provides  supervision,  examination, 
facilities  and  services  to  the  coordinated  system  of  farm  credit  banks 
and  corporations  which  make  loans  to  farmers  and  their  cooperatives. 
It  was  originally  created  in  1933  and  was  transferred  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  in  1939.  It  was  re-established  as  an  independent 
agency  by  the  Farm  Credit  Act  of  1953. 

The  bill  includes  administrative  expense  limitations  of  $5,575,000  for 
the  Farm  Credit  Administration  and  the  Federal  intermediate  credit 
banks  for  the  fiscal  year  1958.  This  is  a  decrease  of  $781,000  in  the 
administrative  expense  limitations  authorized  in  1957.  The  amounts 
recommended  include  $2,200,000  for  the  parent  organization,  the 
Farm  Credit  Administration,  and  $3,375,000  for  the  Federal  inter¬ 
mediate  credit  banks.  During  the  past  year  the  production  credit 
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corporations  were  consolidated  with  the  Federal  intermediate  credit 
banks,  thereby  eliminating  a  separate  administrative  expense  limita¬ 
tion  for  those  institutions. 

The  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  has  been  inactive  since 
July  1,  1957  when  its  loan  authority  was  repealed.  As  of  June  30, 
1955,  all  assets  except  reserve  mineral  interests  were  liquidated 
through  bulk  sale  to  the  Federal  Land  Banks.  All  government 
capital  has  been  repaid  except  $10,000  which  will  be  returned  in  1958. 
Accordingly,  in  lieu  of  an  administrative  expense  limitation,  the  bill 
for  1958  includes  language  which  will  enable  the  Federal  Farm  Mort¬ 
gage  Corporation  to  continue  to  administer  its  reserve  mineral 
interests. 


GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

The  general  provisions  contained  in  the  accompanying  bill  for  fiscal 
year  1958  are  virtually  the  same  as  those  included  in  previous  appro¬ 
priation  bills.  The  authority  formerly  contained  in  Section  503  con¬ 
cerning  options  to  pwchase  land  is  no  longer  necessary.  The  new 
language  appearing  in  the  bill  as  Section  503  provides  authority  to 
purchase  uniforms  formerly  carried  in  separate  paragraphs  of  the  bill. 
Language  previously  carried  as  Section  508  has  been  dropped,  since 
that  authority  is  now  con  tamed  in  basic  legislation. 

LIMITATIONS  AND  LEGISLATIVE  PROVISIONS 

The  following  limitations  and  legislative  provisions  not  heretofore 
carried  in  any  appropriation  act  are  included  in  the  bill: 

On  page  10,  line  8,  in  connection  with  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service: 

Provided  further ,  That  provisions  of  the  Act  of  August  1,  1956 
(70  Stat.  890-892 ),  and  provisions  of  a  similar  nature  in  ap¬ 
propriation  acts  of  the  Department  of  State  for  the  current  and 
subsequent  fiscal  years  which  facilitate  the  work  of  the  Foreign 
Service  shall  be  applicable  to  funds  available  to  the  Foreign 
Agiicultural  Service. 

On  page  13,  line  20,  in  connection  with  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  loans: 

except  that  such  advances  under  title  V  of  the  Dousing  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  shall  be  made  from  funds  obtained  under 
section  511  of  that  Act,  as  amended: 

On  page  24,  line  21,  in  connection  with  the  Federal  Farm  Mortgage 
Corporation: 

The  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  is  authorized  to  make 
s-uch  expenditures,  within  available  funds  and  in  accordance  with 
law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  liquidate  its  assets:  Provided,  That 
funds  realized  from  the  liquidation  of  assets  which  are  determined 
by  the  Board  of  Directors  to  be  in  excess  of  the  requirements  for 
expenses  of  liquidation  shall  be  applied  first  to  the  retirement  of 
the  remaining  Government  investment  in  the  capital  stock  of  the 
Corporation  and  then  to  dividends  which  shall  be  paid  into  the 
general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 


PERMANENT  AUTHORIZATIONS 
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Increase  or  decrease 
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1  Third  Supplemental  Appropriation  bill,  1957,  now  pending  includes  $250,000  for  penalty  mail  costs  of  State  experiment  stations  and 
additional  $514,000  for  penalty  mail  for  State  extension  services,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Payments  to  States,  etc.,”  Extension 
Service. 
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H.  R.  7441 


[Report  No.  438] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  10, 1957 

Mr.  Whitten,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  reported  the  following 
bill;  which  was  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  he  printed 


A  BILL 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Reyresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 

6  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  namely: 
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DEPARTMENT  OE  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 

Agricultural  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 
relating  to  production  and  utilization,  to  control  and  eradicate 
pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related 
inspection,  quarantine  and  regulatory  work,  and  meat  in¬ 
spection:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $75,000  of  the 
appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574) ,  as  amended  by 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  : 
Provided  further,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be 
available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft  and 
the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  one  for  replacement  only: 
Provided  further,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be 
available  pursuant  to  title  5,  United  States  Code,  section  565a, 
for  the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and 
improvements,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  con¬ 
structing  any  one  building  (except  headhouses  connecting- 
greenhouses)  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  except  for  five  build¬ 
ings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 
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$20,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building 
during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750  or  3  per 
centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater: 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the 
production  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products,  and  re¬ 
lated  research  and  services,  including  administration  of  pay¬ 
ments  to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations;  $48,994,- 
890:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $25,000  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  alterations  of  buildings,  without  regard  to  limita¬ 
tions  prescribed  herein; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera¬ 
tions  and  measures  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant 
and  animal  diseases  and  for  carrying  out  assigned  inspection, 
quarantine  and  regulatory  activities,  as  authorized  by  law; 
$25,682,000,  of  which  $1,000,000  shall  be  apportioned  for 
use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects  and  plant 
diseases  under  the  joint  resolution  approved  May  9,  1938 
(7  U.  S.  C.  148-148e),  and  the  Act  of  August  13,  1954 
(7  U.  S.  0.  148) ,  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emergency 
conditions :  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall 
be  used  to  pay  the  cost  or  value  of  trees,  farm  animals,  farm 
crops,  or  other  property  injured  or  destroyed  as  a  result  of 
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plant  insect  and  disease  control  activities  except  potatoes  and 
tomatoes  as  authorized  under  the  Golden  Nematode  Act: 
Provided  f  urther,  That,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary,  no 
part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  expended  for  the  control  of 
sweetpotato  weevil  in  any  State  until  such  State  has  provided 
cooperation  necessary  to  accomplish  this  purpose,  or  for 
barberry  eradication  imtil  a  sum  or  sums  at  least  equal  to 
such  expenditures  shall  have  been  made  available  by  States, 
counties,  or  local  authorities,  or  by  individuals  or  organiza¬ 
tions  for  the  accomplishment  of  this  purpose,  or  with  respect 
to  the  golden  nematode  except  as  prescribed  in  section  4  of 
the  Golden  Nematode  Act; 

Meat  inspection:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  laws 
relating  to  Federal  inspection  of  meat  and  meat-food  products 
and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  laws  relating  to  process 
or  renovated  butter;  $16,586,000. 

STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico: 
For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations  to  carry 
into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March 
2,  1887  (7  U.  S.  C.  362,  363,  365,  368,  377-379),  as 
amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955  (69  Stat. 
671),  including  administration  by  the  United  States  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  $29,003,708;  and  payments 
authorized  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricultural 
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Marketing  Act,  the  Act  approved  August  14,  1946  (7 
17.  8.  0.  1623) ,  $500,000;  in  all,  $29,503,708. 

Penalty  mail:  For  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural 
experiment  stations,  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of 
1887,  as  amended,  $250,000. 

DISEASES  OF  ANIMALS  AND  POULTRY 
Eradication  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  in  the 


arrest  and  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest, 
contagious  pleuro-pneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infec¬ 
tious  diseases  of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar 
diseases  in  poultry,  and  for  foot-and-mouth  disease  and 
rinderpest  programs  undertaken  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  and  the  Act  of  May  29, 
1884,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  391;  21  U.  S.  0.  111-122) , 
including  expenses  in  accordance  with  section  2  of  said 
Act  of  February  28,  1947,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from 
other  appropriations  or  funds  available  to  the  bureaus,  cor¬ 
porations,  or  agencies  of  the  Department  such  sums  as  he 
may  deem  necessary,  but  not  to  exceed  $1,270,000  for 
eradication  of  vesicular  exanthema  of  swine,  to  be  avail¬ 
able  only  in  an  emergency  which  threatens  the  livestock 
or  poultry  industry  of  the  country,  and  any  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  transferred  under  this  head  in  the  next 
preceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged  with  such  transferred 
amounts:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  he  subject 
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to  applicable  provisions  contained  in  the  item  “Salaries  and 
expenses,  Agricultural  Research  Service”. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND 

EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico: 
For  payments  for  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work 
under  the  Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  hy  the  Act  of  June 
26,  1953  (7  U.  S.  0.  341-348) ,  and  the  Act  of  August  11, 
1955  (69  Stat.  683-4),  $47,606,000;  and  payments  and 
contracts  for  such  work  under  section  204  (b)  —205  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1623- 
1624),  $1,495,000;  in  all,  $49,101,000:  Provided,  That 
funds  hereby  appropriated  pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the 
Act  of  June  26,  1953,  shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State, 
Hawaii,  Alaska,  or  Puerto  Rico  prior  to  availability  of  an 
equal  sum  from  non-Federal  sources  for  expenditure  during 
the  current  fiscal  year. 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents:  For  cost  of  em¬ 
ployer’s  share  of  Federal  retirement  for  cooperative  extension 
employees,  $5,260,000. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $2,164,000. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
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1  Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26, 

2  1953  (7  U.  S.  C.  341-348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11, 

3  1955  (69  Stat.  683-4),  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agri- 

4  cultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  0.  1621-1627), 

5  and  to  coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the 

6  extension  work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States, 

7  Territories,  and  insular  possessions,  $2,096,540. 

8  Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

9  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 

10  1926  (7  U.  S.  C.  451-457) ,  $578,000. 

11  Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

12  MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 

13  For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  research  and  service 

14  to  improve  and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating 

15  to  agriculture  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 

16  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws, 

17  including  the  administration  of  marketing  regulatory  acts 

18  connected  therewith:  Provided,  That  appropriations  here- 

19  under  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  5  U.  S.  C.  565a  for  the 

20  construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  im- 

21  provements,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  erect- 

22  ing  any  one  building  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  except  for 

23  two  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not 

24  to  exceed  $20,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one 
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building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750 
or  3  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is 
greater : 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates:  For  re¬ 
search  and  development  relating  to  agricultural  marketing 
and  distribution,  for  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income 
and  population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  for  crop 
and  livestock  estimates,  and  for  acquisition  of  land, 
$14,041,700:  Provided,  That  not  less  than  $350,000 
of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  he 
available  to  continue  to  gather  statistics  and  conduct  a 
special  study  on  the  price  spread  between  the  farmer  and  the 
consumer:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein 
appropriated  shall  be  available  for  any  expense  incident  to 
ascertaining,  collating,  or  publishing  a  report  stating  the 
intention  of  farmers  as  to  the  acreage  to  be  planted  in  cotton, 
or  for  estimates  of  apple  production  for  other  than  the  com¬ 
mercial  crop; 

Marketing  services:  For  services  relating  to  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  for  carrying  out  regulatory  acts 
connected  therewith,  and  for  administration  and  coordination 
of  payments  to  States,  $14,274,900,  including  not  to 
exceed  $25,000  for  employment  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $50 
per  diem,  except  for  employment  in  rate  cases  at  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $100  per  diem  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
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706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574) ,  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
IT.  S.  C.  55a) ,  in  carrying  out  section  201  (a)  to  201  (d) , 
inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938  (7  U.  S.  0.  1291)  and  section  203  (j)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES,  TERRITORIES'  AND  POSSESSIONS 
For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus 
and  departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  mar¬ 
keting  activities  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  0.  1623  (b )  ) , 

$1,160,000. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  cany  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.  S.  0.  1751-1760), 
$100,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under  section  5  of  said 
Act. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  908),  and  for  enabling  the  Secretary 
to  coordinate  and  integrate  activities  of  the  Department  in 
connection  with  foreign  agricultural  work,  including  not  to 
II.  R.  7441 - 2 
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exceed  $25,000  for  representation  allowances,  and  for  expenses 
pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August  3,  1956 
(70  Stat.  1034),  $3,902,300:  Provided,  That  not  less  than 
$400,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall 
he  available  to  obtain  statistics  and  related  facts  on  foreign 
production  and  full  and  complete  information  on  methods 
used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities  in  world 
trade  on  a  competitive  basis:  Provided  further,  That  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Act  of  August  1,  1956  (70  Stat.  890-892), 
and  provisions  of  a  similar  nature  in  appropriation  acts  of 
the  Department  of  State  for  the  current  and  subsequent  fiscal 
years  which  facilitate  the  work  of  the  Foreign  Service  shall 
be  applicable  to  funds  available  to  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7 
U.  S.  C.  1-1 7a) ,  $832,000. 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service 

ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  MARKETING  QUOTAS 
For  necessary  expenses  to  formulate  and  cany  out 
acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota  programs  pursuant 
to  provisions  of  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1301-1393),  $40,715,- 
000,  of  which  not  more  than  $6,380,100  shall  be  transferred 
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to  the  appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  sec¬ 
tion  392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”. 

SUCiAE  ACT  PEOGEAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.  S.  0.  1101-1160) , 
$67,662,500,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next 
succeeding  fiscal  year:  Provided,  That  expenditures  (includ¬ 
ing  transfers)  from  this  appropriation  for  other  than  pay¬ 
ments  to  sugar  producers  shall  not  exceed  $2,124,500. 

Fedebal  Obop  Insueance  Cobpoeatton 
For  operating  and  administrative  expenses,  $6,376,700. 

Eueal  Electeification  Administbation 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electrifi¬ 
cation  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  0.  901-924),  as 
follows : 

LOAN  AUTHOBIZATION S 

Eor  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed 
from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act  as  follows:  Rural 
electrification  program,  $179,000,000,  of  which  not  to 
exceed  $20,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  bor¬ 
rowed  under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent 
that  such  amount  is  required  during  the  fiscal  year  1958 
under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and 
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orderly  development  of  the  rural  electrification  program; 
and  rural  telephone  program,  $60,000,000,  of  which  not  to 
exceed  $10,000,000  shall  he  placed  in  reserve  to  he  bor¬ 
rowed  under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent 
that  such  amount  is  required  during  the  fiscal  year  1958 
under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and 
orderly  development  of  the  rural  telephone  program. 

salaries  and  expenses 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  and  not  to  exceed 
$150,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C. 

574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 

1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) ,  $9,030,950. 

Farmers’  Home  Administration 

To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  titles  I,  II,  and 
the  related  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  0.  1000-1031)  ; 
the  Farmers’  Home  Administration  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  O. 
1001,  note;  31  IT.  S.  O.  82h;  12  U.  S.  O.  371;  35  D.  0. 

Code  535;  60  Stat.  1062-1080)  ;  the  Act  of  July  30, 

1946  (40  U.  S.  C.  436-439)  ;  the  Act  of  August  28, 
1937,  as  amended  (16  U.  S.  C.  590r-590x — 3),  for  the 
development  of  facilities  for  water  storage  and  utilization 
iu  the  arid  and  semiarid  areas  of  the  United  States;  the 
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provisions  of  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(42  U.  S.  C.  1471-1483),  relating  to  financial  assistance 
for  farm  housing;  the  Rural  Rehabilitation  Corporation 
Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3,  1950  (40  U.  S.  C. 
440-444)  ;  the  items  “Loans  to  farmers,  1948  flood  damage” 
in  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948  (62  Stat.  1038) ,  and  “Loans 
to  farmers,  property  damage”  in  the  Act  of  May  24,  1949 
(63  Stat.  82)  ;  the  collecting  and  servicing  of  credit  sales 
and  development  accounts  in  water  conservation  and  utiliza  ¬ 
tion  projects  (53  Stat.  685,  719),  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented  (16  U.  S.  C.  590y,  z — 1  and  z — 10)  ;  and  the  Act 
to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  convey  certain 
mineral  interests,  approved  September  6,  1950  (7  U.  S.  O 
1033-1039),  as  follows: 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  (including  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  taxes 
under  section  50  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 
as  amended,  and  advances  incident  to  the  acquisition  and 
preservation  of  security  of  obligations  under  the  foregoing 
several  authorities,  except  that  such  advances  under  title  V 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  shall  be  made  from 
funds  obtained  under  section  511  of  that  Act,  as  amended)  : 
Title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $24,000,000,  of  which  not 
to  exceed  $2,500,000  may  be  distributed  to  States  and  Ter- 
H.  R,  7441 - 3 
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ritories  without  regard  to  farm  population  and  prevalence 
of  tenancy,  in  addition  to  the  amount  otherwise  distributed 
thereto,  for  loans  in  reclamation  projects  and  to  entrymen 
on  unpatented  public  land;  title  II  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $180,000,000;  the  Act  of 
August  28,  1937,  as  amended,  $5,500,000:  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  the  foregoing  several  amounts  shall  be  bor¬ 
rowed  in  one  account  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  set  forth  under  this  head  in 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation  Act,  1952. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  making,  servicing,  and  collecting  loans  and  insured 
mortgages,  the  servicing  and  collecting  of  loans  made  under 
prior  authority,  the  liquidation  of  assets  transferred  to 
Farmers’  Home  Administration,  and  other  administrative 
expenses,  $29,089,500,  together  with  a  transfer  of  not  to 
exceed  $950,000  of  the  fees  and  administrative  expense 
charges  made  available  by  subsections  (d)  and  (e)  of  sec¬ 
tion  12  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1005  (b)  ) ,  and  section  10  (c)  of 
the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $2,943,000. 
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Office  of  the  Secretary 

For  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture;  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  ;  stationery,  supplies,  materials,  and  equipment ; 
freight,  express,  and  drayage  charges;  advertising  of  bids, 
communication  service,  postage,  washing  towels,  repairs  and 
alterations,  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses 
not  otherwise  provided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical 
and  efficient  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture; 
$2,640,660. 

Office  of  Information 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordi¬ 
nation  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized  by 
Congress  in  the  Department,  $1,367,500,  of  which  total 
appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000  may  be  used  for 
farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  interests 
of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country,  an 
equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  delivered 
to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the 
Senators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as 
they  shall  direct  (7  U.  S.  C.  417)  and  not  less  than  two 
hundred  thirty  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty  copies  for 
the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  part  2 
of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as  the  Yearbook 
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1  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73  of  the  Act  of 

2  January  12,  1895  (44  U.  S.  0.  241)  :  Provided,  That  in 

3  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  exhibits  by  the  Depart- 

4  ment,  not  exceeding  a  total  of  $10,000  may  be  used  for 

5  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706 

6  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574),  as 

7  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 

8  U.  S.  C.  55a) . 

9  Library 

10  For  necessary  expenses,  including  dues  for  library 

11  membership  in  societies  or  associations  which  issue  publica- 

12  tions  to  members  only  or  at  a  price  to  members  lower  than 

13  to  subscribers  who  are  not  members,  $772,000. 

14  Soil  and  Water  Conservation 

15  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  soil  and  water  con- 

16  servation  programs  authorized  in  the  Soil  Conservation  and 

17  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.  S.  C.  590a- 

18  590q) ,  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act, 

19  as  amended  (16  U.  S.  C.  1001-1007),  the  Flood  Control 

20  Act,  as  amended  and  supplemented  (33  U.  S.  C.  701-709) , 

21  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.  S.  C.  1831— 

22  1837  and  1802-1814) ,  the  Acts  of  May  10,  1939  (53  Stat. 

23  685,  719),  October  14,  1940  (16  U.  S.  C.  590y-z-10), 

24  as  amended  and  supplemented,  June  28,  1949  (63  Stat. 

25  277),  and  September  6,  1950  (7  U.  S.  C.  1033-1039), 
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$535,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided , 
That  not  to  exceed  $40,000,000  shall  be  available  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  in  carrying-  out  sections  7-17  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  and  subtitles 
B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  of  which  not  less  than  $30,- 
000,000  may  be  transferred  to  the  appropriation  account 
“Local  administration,  section  388,  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938”:  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed 
$7,200,000  shall  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  ap¬ 
propriation  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Agricultural  Research 
Service,  Research”  for  soil  and  water  conservation  research, 
of  which  $1,200,000  shall  be  available  for  construction  of 
buildings  and  for  the  acquisition  of  necessary  land  therefor, 
and  not  to  exceed  $20,000  for  alterations  of  buildings, 
without  regard  to  limitations  prescribed  in  this  Act:  Pro¬ 
vided,  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  pur¬ 
suant  to  title  5,  United  States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the 
construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improve¬ 
ments,  but  unless  otherwise  provided  the  cost  of  constructing 
any  one  building  shall  not  exceed  $10,000  and  the  cost  of 
altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  $3,750  or  3  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building, 
whichever  is  greater;  not  to  exceed  $150,000  for  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of 
the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574) ,  as  amended  by 


1 

2 

O 

O 

4 

5 

6 

rr 

< 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


18 


section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ; 
and  for  the  temporary  employment  of  qualified  local  engi¬ 
neers  at  per  diem  rates  to  perform  the  technical  planning 
work:  Provided  further,  That  the  unexpended  balances  of 
appropriations  heretofore  made  for  “Watershed  protection”, 
“Flood  prevention”,  and  “Water  conservation  and  utiliza¬ 
tion  projects”  shall  be  merged  with  this  appropriation:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  programs  included  hereunder  shall  be 

« 

subject  to  the  following  additional  provisions : 

Agricultural  conservation  program:  This  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in  connection 
with  the  formulation  and  administration  of  the  1958  pro¬ 
gram  of  soil  building  and  soil  and  water  conservation  prac¬ 
tices  under  sections  7  to  15,  16  (a),  and  17  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended 
(amounting  to  $250,000,000,  including  administration,  and 
no  participant  shall  receive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where 
the  participants  from  two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join 
to  carry  out  approved  practices  designed  to  conserve  or 
improve  the  agricultural  resources  of  the  community)  ;  and 
for  the  purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any 
other  farming  material,  or  any  soil-terracing  services  and 
making  grants  thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid  them 
in  carrying  out  farming  practices  approved  by  the  Secretary 
under  programs  provided  for  herein.  Not  to  exceed  5  per 
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centum  of  all  the  allocation  for  the  1958  agricultural  conser¬ 
vation  program  for  any  county  may,  on  the  recommendation 
of  such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  com¬ 
mittee,  he  withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  for  services  of  its  technicians  in  formulating  and 
carrying  out  the  agricultural  conservation  program  in  the 
participating  counties,  and  shall  not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  for  any  purpose  other  than  technical 
and  other  assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in  addition,  on 
the  recommendation  of  such  county  committee  and  approval 
of  the  State  committee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  he 
made  available  to  any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local  public 
agency  for  the  same  purpose  and  under  the  same  conditions. 

Conservation  reserve  program:  No  part  of  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  used  to  enter  into  contracts  with  producers 
which  together  with  contracts  already  entered  into  would  re¬ 
quire  payments  to  producers  (including  the  cost  of  mate¬ 
rials  and  services)  in  excess  of  $250,000,000  in  any  calendar 
year,  and  for  purposes  of  applying  this  limitation,  practice 
payments  shall  be  chargeable  to  the  first  year  of  the  contract 
period. 

Conservation  operations,  Soil  Conservation  Service : 
This  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  preparation  of  con¬ 
servation  plans  and  establishment  of  measures  to  conserve 
soil  and  water  (including  farm  irrigation  and  land  drainage 
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and  such  special  measures  as  may  be  necessary  to  prevent 
floods  and  the  siltation  of  reservoirs)  ;  operation  of  conserva¬ 
tion  nurseries;  and  classification  and  mapping  of  soils:  Pro¬ 
vided  further ,  That  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  where  the  State 
has  established  a  central  State  agency  authorized  to  enter 
into  agreements  with  the  United  States  or  any  of  its  agencies 
on  policies  and  general  programs  for  the  saving  of  its  soil 
b}^  the  extension  of  Federal  aid  to  any  soil  conservation  dis¬ 
trict  in  such  State  under  sections  1  to  6  of  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  the 
agreements  made  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  with 
any  such  soil  conservation  district  shall  have  the  prior 
approval  of  such  central  State  agency  before  they  shall 
become  effective  as  lo  such  district. 

Flood  prevention:  Ao  part  of  the  funds  expended  in 
accordance  with  the  Flood  Control  Act,  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  shall  be  used  for  tbc  purchase  of  lands  in 
the  Yazoo  and  Little  Tallahatchie  watersheds  without  speci¬ 
fic  approval  of  the  county  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county 
in  which  such  lands  are  situated. 

Acreage  Beserve,  Soil  Bank 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  an  acreage  reserve 
program  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  subtitles  A  and 
C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  IT.  S.  C.  1821-1824  and  1802- 
1814),  $600,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this 
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appropriation  shall  be  used  to  formulate  and  administer  an 
acreage  reserve  program  which  would  result  in  total  compen¬ 
sation  being  paid  to  producers  in  excess  of  $500,000,000 
with  respect  to  the  1958  crops. 

TITLE  II— CORPORATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  cor¬ 
poration  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make 
such  contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal 
year  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  nec¬ 
essary  in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget 
for  the  fiscal  year  1958  for  such  corporation  or  agency, 
except  as  hereinafter  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 
Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation:  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  of  administrative  and  operating 
expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

RESTORATION  OF  CAPITAL  IMPAIRMENT 
To  restore  the  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  determined  by  the  appraisal  of  June  30, 
1956,  pursuant  to  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  8,  1938, 
as  amended  (15  IT,  S.  C.  713a-l),  $1,239,788,671. 
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LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out 
any  activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  to  exceed  $34,398,000  shall  he  avail¬ 
able  for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Corporation  in¬ 
cluding  uniforms,  or  allowances  therefor,  as  authorized  by 
the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (5  U.  S.  C.  2131),  as 
amended:  Provided  further,  That  $1,000,000  of  this  author¬ 
ization  shall  be  available  only  to  expand  and  strengthen  the 
sales  program  of  the  Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  con¬ 
tained  in  the  Corporation’s  charter:  Provided  further,  That 
not  less  than  7  per  centum  of  this  authorization  shall  be 
placed  in  reserve  to  he  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such 
amounts  and  at  such  time  as  may  become  necessary  to  cany 
out  program  operations:  Provided  further,  That  all  neces¬ 
sary  expenses  (including  legal  and  special  services  performed 
on  a  contract  or  fee  basis,  hut  not  including  other  personal 
services)  in  connection  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  main¬ 
tenance,  improvement,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal 
property  belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has 
an  interest,  including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  col¬ 
lateral,  shall  he  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for 
the  purposes  heredf .  .A .  A 
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TITLE  III— SPECIAL  ACTIVITIES 

REIMBURSEMENTS  TO  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 
FOR  ADVANCES  FOR  ANIMAL  DISEASE  ERADICATION 
ACTIVITIES 

To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
authorized  transfers  through  June  30,  1956  (including  in¬ 
terest  through  June  30,  1957) ,  as  follows:  (1)  $1,853,450 
for  sums  transferred  to  the  appropriation  “Eoot-and-mouth 
and  other  contagious  diseases  of  animals  and  poultry”,  fiscal 
year  1956,  for  eradication  activities,  pursuant  to  authority 
contained  under  such  head  in  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Earm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act, 
1956,  and  (2)  $16,728,210  for  sums  transferred  to  the 
appropriation  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Agricultural  Research 
Service”,  fiscal  year  1956,  for  brucellosis  eradication,  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  204  (e)  of  the  Act  of  August  28,  1954, 
as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  397) . 

REIMBURSEMENT  TO  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION  FOE 
ADVANCES  FOR  GRADING  AND  CLASSING  ACTIVITIES 
Eor  reimbursement  to  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
for  sums  transferred  to  the  appropriation  “Marketing  re¬ 
search  and  service”  through  June  30,  1956  (including  in¬ 
terest  thereon  through  June  30,  1957) ,  pursuant  to  the  Act 
of  August  31,  1951  (7  U.  S.  C.  414a) ,  for  grading  tobacco 
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and  classing  cotton  without  charge  to  producers,  as  author¬ 
ized  by  law  (7  U.  S.  0.  473a,  51  Id) ,  $80,449. 

SPECIAL  COMMODITY  DISPOSAL  PROGRAMS 
To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
authorized  costs  (including  interest  through  June  30,  1957) , 
as  follows:  (1)  $92,930,611  under  the  International  Wheat 
Agreement  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (7  IT.  S.  C.  1641- 
1642)  ;  (2)  $94,483,518  for  commodities  disposed  of  for 
emergency  famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples  pursuant  to 
title  II  of  the  Act  of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C. 
1703,  1721-1724)  ;  and  (3)  $637,000,000  for  the  sale  of 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign  currencies  pur¬ 
suant  to  title  I  of  the  Act  of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7 
U.  S.  0.  1701-1709). 

TITLE  IV— RELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Credit  Administration 
Not  to  exceed  $2,200,000  (from  assessments  collected 
from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the 
current  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 

Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation 
The  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  is  authorized 
to  make  such  expenditures,  within  available  funds  and  in 
accordance  with  law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  liquidate  its 
assets:  Provided,  That  funds  realized  from  the  liquidation 
of  assets  which  are  determined  by  the  Board  of  Directors 
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to  be  in  excess  of  the  requirements  for  expenses  of  liquida¬ 
tion  shall  be  applied  first  to  the  retirement  of  the  remaining 
Government  investment  in  the  capital  stock  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration  and  then  to  dividends  which  shall  be  paid  into 
the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

Federal  Intermediate  Credit  Banks 
Not  to  exceed  $3,375,000  (to  be  computed  on  an  ac¬ 
crual  basis)  of  the  funds  of  the  banks  shall  be  available  for 
administrative  expenses,  including  the  purchase  of  not  to 
exceed  six  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only 
and  services  performed  for  the  banks  by  other  Government 
agencies  (except  services  and  facilities  furnished  and  exam¬ 
inations  made  by  the  Farm  Credit  Administration,  and 
services  performed  by  any  Federal  Reserve  bank  and  by 
the  United  States  Treasury  in  connection  with  the  financial 
transactions  of  the  banks)  ;  and  said  total  sum  shall  be  exclu¬ 
sive  of  interest  expense,  legal  and  special  services  performed 
on  a  contract  or  fee  basis,  and  expenses  in  connection  with 
the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improvement,  pro¬ 
tection,  or  disposition  of  real  or  personal  property  belonging 
to  the  banks  or  in  which  they  have  an  interest. 

TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  501.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law, 
appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
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under  this  Act  shall  he  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  552 
passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only,  and  for  the 
hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  502.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  503.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended 
(5  U.  S.  C.  2131). 

Sec.  504.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee 
of  the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on 
behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 
bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  prediction, 
oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 
or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices  of 
cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  505.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 
incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of 
twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced 
outside  of  the  United  States. 
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Sec.  506.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropria¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  and  July  28,  1954 
(7  U.  S.  O.  427,  1621-1629),  shall  be  available  for  con¬ 
tracting  in  accordance  with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  507.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  or  of  the  funds  available  for  expenditure  by  any 
corporation  or  agency  included  in  this  Act  shall  he  used  for 
publicity  or  propaganda  purposes  to  support  or  defeat  legis¬ 
lation  pending  before  the  Congress. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act, 
1958”. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  debated  Agricultural  appropriation  bill.  Rep.  Cannon  criticized 
"propaganda  campaigns"  for  enactment  of  Hoover  Commission  recommendations. 


AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1958.  Began  debate  on  this  bill,  H.R.  7441. 
General  debate  on  the  bill  was  concluded.  It  will  be  redd  for  amendments 
today,  pp.  6113-48 


2.  BUDGET;  ORGANIZATION.  Rep.  Cannon  stated  that  "one  of  tMni  most  persistent  and 

most  misleading  propaganda  campaigns  ever  waged  is  the  effort  to  pressure  the 
Congress  into  enacting  the  second  Hoover  Commission  recommendations",  criticized 
certain  budget  an<z  accounting  recommendations  of  the  Commission  as  being 
impractical,  and/inserted  tables  indicating  recommendations  which  have  been 
implemented  in/the  executive  branch  and  bills  which  have  been  phssed  to 
implement  re^mmendations.  pp.  6131-34 

3.  FOREIGN  TRAI3E;  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  Rep.  Dixon  discussed  the  serious\situation 

in  the  domestic  lead-zinc  mining  industry,  and  the  importance  of  the  barter 
program  of  this  Department  as  an  aid  to  the  industry,  pp.  6148-49 


ELECTRIFICATION.  Reps.  Green  and  Ullman  criticized  the  rapid  tax  amortizati< 
certificates  granted  to  the  Idaho  Tower  Co.  for  the  construction  of  small  danfe 
>n  the  Snake  River  in  preference  to  the  Hells  Canyon  dam.  pp.  6153,  6154-56 
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GET.  Rep.  Dwyer  defended  Administration  against  recent  attacks  on  the  side 
oTt  the  budget,  pp.  6153-54 


6.  APPRO  PR.  ATI01TS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  ordered  reported  with  amendments 
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H.R.  67 
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reduction 


the  Commerce  Department  appropriation  bill  for  1953,  an 
ustice- Judiciary  appropriation  bill  for  1958.  p.  D407 

Digest'  states  that  the  bills  as  reported  provide"  a  total 
m  the  House-passed  figures  of  $40  million  for  the  .commerce 
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Department  and  $714,500  for  the  State-Justice-Judiciary  appropriation. 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


ELECTRIFICATION;  RECLAMATION.  Rep.  Ullman  inserted  letters  supporting  his 
stand  for  a  high  Federal  dam  in  Hells  Canyon,  pp.  A3667-8 

Rep.  Knutson  inserted  a  farmer's  letter  criticizing  this 


l  : 


3.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  ICnut'son  inserted  a  farmer 

Department  as  "the  biggest  source  of  racketeering  and  misappropriation  of 
Federal  funds  of  anv  appnrv  in  TJatfihi no-f'on  nn, 


Federal  funds  of  any  agency  in  Washington.’1  pp.  /365G-9 

Rep.  Cunningham  inserted  an  editorial  criticizing  the  Secretary  for  the 
level  of  wheat  price  supports^,  p.  A3668  / 

Extension  of  remarks  of  R^p.  Lesinski  urging  passage  of  his  bill,  H.R. 
6157,  to  control  production  rather  than  acreage  by  means  of  marketing  quotas, 
p.  A3686 


9. 


FOOD  PRICES.  Rep.  Roosevelt  inserted  Rep.  McGovern's  statement  to  the  Con¬ 
sumer  Study  Subcommittee  of  the  Housei/griculture  Committee  in  which  he  urged 
the  subcommittee  to  dispel  the  myth.chat  leads  the  urban  consumer  to  believe 
that  farm  prices  have  caused  high  fond  prices.'1  p.  A3660 


10.  FOREIGN  AID.  Extension  of  remarks^ of  Rep.  Xshley  favoring  foreign  aid,  and 
inserting  a  constituent's  letter  favoring  extension  of  developmental  aid 
through  the  United  Nations.  W*  A3661 


11.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Rep.  SmitVinserted  a  speech  by\the  Chief  of  Engineers  on 

the  value  of  water  utilization  for  irrigation,  flood  control,  navigation, 
industrial  uses,  and  recreation,  pp.  A3662-4  \ 

Rep.  Brooks  inserted  a  speech  by  the  La.  Director  of  Public  Works  on  the 
work  in  La.  to  solve^water  problems,  pp.  A3683-5 

12.  RURAL  DEVELOPMENT.  ,Rep.  Reece  inserted  an  article  on  the* 

development  pilot  /programs  in  Tenn.  pp.  A3672-3 


ichievements  of  rural 


BUDGET.  Rep.  Smith,  Kan.,  inserted  a  letter  stating:  "We  believe  the  time  has 
come  when  we  srnould  be  more  grateful  to  our  chosen  representatives  for  what 
they  save  us/than  what  they  get  for  us  p.  A3681  \ 

Rep.  Gavin  inserted  a  newspaper  article,  •  Strong  Pressure  For  Budget 
Cuts--Voi«4  of  the  People  Wants  Debt  Cut;  Lavish  Foreign  Aid  Spending  Scored." 
pp.  A3685-6 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


PERSONNEL.  H.R.  7512,  by  Rep.  Baring,  to  amend  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
ft  Amendments  of  1956  applicable  to  certain  persons  who  retired  under  tl 
lutomatic  separation  provisions  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  prior  to 
the  enactment  of  such  amendments;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee. 
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Senate 


The  Senate  was  not  in  session  today.  Its  next  meeting  will  be  held  on  Wednesday,  May  15,  1#>7,  at  12  o’clock  meridian 


House  of  Represents 


The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.JBernard  Braskamp, 
D.  D.,  offered  the  foll'hjving  prayer: 

O  Thou  who  art  our  gracious  and  gen¬ 
erous  benefactor  and  5yr  refuge  and 
strength  in  every  generation,  may  we  be 
a  God-fearing  and  a  God-roying  people. 

Grant  that  all  our  feelings  of  self- 
gratification  and  self-aggrandizement 
may  be  submerged  and  supplanted  by 
larger  and  more  magnanimousN^enti- 
ments  of  public  good. 

Help  us  to  appreciate  more  fully  \he 
blessings  of  liberty  with  which  we  ha\e 
been  entrusted  and  charged  to  defenc 
and  share  with  all  mankind. 

May  we  seek  to  hasten  the  dawning 
of  that  day  when  the  good  blessings  of 
democracy  shall  be  enjoyed  by  men  and 
nations  everywhere. 

To  Thy  name,  through  Jesus  Christ, 
our  Lord,  we  ascribe  all  the  praise,, 
Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
yesterday  was  read  and  appy'oved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
McBride,  one  of  its /clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  Ifad  passed  without 
amendment  a  concurrent  resolution  of 
the  House  of  theyfollowing  title : 

H.  Con.  Res.  173.  Concurrent  resolution  re¬ 
questing  the  Return  of  the  enrollment  of 
H.  R.  1544  hy  the  President  to  the  House  of 
Representatives  for  the  purposes  of  reen- 
rollmenty 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed,  with  an  amendment 
irhich  the  concurrence  of  the  House 


Tuesday,  May  14,  1957 


is  requested,  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the 
following  title : 

H.  R.  4897.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  the  Treasury  and  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ments  and  the  Tax  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

_  / 

/ 

CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 
Mr.  CEDERBEjRfck  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
make  the  point  pf  order  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present.. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
»,call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the 
following  Members  failed  to  answer  to 
their^iames: 

[Roll  No.  71] 


Allen,  ni.\ 

Fogarty 

Norrell 

Anderson,  \ 

Griffin 

O’Neill 

Mont.  \ 

Gross 

Patterson 

Ashley 

\  Gubser 

Porter 

Ayres 

NGwinn 

Powell 

Barden 

iHagen 

Frouty 

Beamer 

Hays,  Ohio 

Rabaut 

Boland 

HeSs 

Rivers 

Bowler 

Holmeld 

Rodino 

Breeding 

Holt  \ 

-  Sadlak 

Brooks,  La. 

Holtzntan 

Scherer 

Buckley 

James  \ 

Schwengel 

Coffin 

Kearney  \ 

Sieminski 

Cole 

Kearns  \ 

Stauffer 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Kelley,  Pa.  \ 

Taylor 

Dempsey 

McCormack 

\  Teague,  Calif. 

Durham 

McIntosh 

Vreiier 

Eberharter 

Magnuson 

Vtt 

Evins 

May 

vVrsell 

Fallon 

Morano 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Farbsteln 

Morrison 

WolVrton 

Fascell 

Murray 

Zelenkp 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcHll  360 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  ptf 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispense! 
with. 


;;  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINIS¬ 
TRATION  APPROPRIATION  BILL, 
i  1958 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
.  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  <H.  R.  7441)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958, 
and  for  other  purposes;  and  pending  that 
motion,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  general  debate  on  the  bill 
be  limited  to  the  bill  and  the  time  limited 
not  to  exceed  4  hours,  one-half  to  be  di¬ 
vided  and  controlled  by  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  H.  Carl  Andersen], 
and  one-half  by  myself. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  reserving  the  right  to  object,  if 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  will  per¬ 
mit,  it  seems  to  me  that  we  should  con¬ 
tinue  with  the  debate  all  afternoon  and 
read  the  first  paragraph  without  any 
amendments  being  offered  today.  Would 
that  be  agreeable  to  the  gentleman?  I 
want  to  say  to  the  gentleman  that  I  have 
had  so  many  requests  on  this  side  for 
time  that.I  do  not  see  how  I  can  possibly 
deal  with  a  2-hour  limitation. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Of  course,  my  re¬ 
quest  is  a  unanimous-consent  request. 
I,  in  turn,  would  have  to  object  to  read¬ 
ing  one  paragraph,  so  I  could  not  agree 
to  the  gentleman’s  request.  But,  of 
course,  the  gentleman  can  object  to  the 
4-hour  limitation  of  debate. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Well,  I 
kobjecttothat. 
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The  SPEAKER.  Well,  what  is  the  dif¬ 
ference? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Very 
little.  _ 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  we 
agree  to  debate  until  we  finish  and  then 
read  one  paragraph,  it  might  last  30  min¬ 
utes,  and  then  we  would  waste  a  full  day. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  assure 
the  gentleman  that  debate  on  this  side 
will  take  at  least  3  hours. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  And  if  we  have  4 
hours,  that  will  insure  adequate  time  for 
debate.  I  would  rather  wait  until  that 
time  to  agree.  I  object  to  the  suggestion 
of  the  gentleman,  and  I  renew  my  re¬ 
quest. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  will  have 
to  object,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  Does  the  gentleman 
suggest  control  of  time? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  suggest  that  one- 
half  of  the  time  be  controlled  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  H.  Carl 
Andersen]  and  one-half  by  myself. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  7441,  with  Mr. 
Kilday  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  require. 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks  ) 

Mr.’  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  first  to  present  to  the  mem¬ 
bership  a  resume  of  our  action  on  sig¬ 
nificant  items  in  this  bill  and  our  rea¬ 
sons  therefor,  after  which  I  shall  be  glad 
to  yield  for  questions. 

The  bill  provides  direct  annual  appro¬ 
priations  of  $1,610,024,848  for  the  regu¬ 
lar  activities  of  the  Department,  includ¬ 
ing  $19,399,515  for  retirement  fund  con¬ 
tributions.  The  sum  appropriated  is 
$403,378,260  less  than  the  $2,013,403,108 
available  for  expenditure  in  the  present 
fiscal  year.  It  is  $272,556,860  less  than 
the  $1,882,581,708  recommended  in  the 
1958  budget,  a  reduction  of  14.5  percent 
for  these  activities.  Except  for  activi¬ 
ties  connected  with  the  soil  bank  and 
soil  and  water  conservation  programs, 
the  committee  has,  in  effect,  cut  the 
President’s  budget  for  regular  activities 
back  to  the  1957  level. 

Also  included  in  the  bill  is  the  sum  of 
$1,239,788,671  to  restore  capital  impair¬ 
ment  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  through  June  30,  1956,  under  its 
price  support  activities.  It  should  be 
noted  that  about  half  of  this  amount  is 
for  storage,  handling,  transportation, 
administrative  and  interest  costs.  The 
balance  represents  price  support  losses 
on  commodities  sold  by  the  Corporation, 
some  of  which  were  held  as  long  as  8 
yeai-s,  during  which  time  the  Depart¬ 
ment  failed  to  offer  them  competitively 


in  world  trade  for  dollars,  as  authorized 
by  law,  though  repeatedly  urged  so  to 
do.  If  sales  programs  started  last  year 
at  the  urging  of  this  committee  are  con¬ 
tinued,  the  amount  of  deterioration 
should  decrease  and  interest,  storage, 
and  handling  charges  should  be  greatly 
reduced.  This  should  lead  to  a  leveling 
off  of  these  costs  in  future  years. 

The  bill  further  provides  $843,076,238 
to  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  for  money  expended  in  fiscal 
year  1956  for  various  nonprice  support 
programs  under  special  legislative  di¬ 
rectives.  Of  this  amount,  $637  million 
represents  sales  for  foreign  currencies 
under  Public  Law  480,  83d  Congress. 

The  bill  includes  loan  authoi’izations 
for  the  Rural  Electi’ification  Adminis¬ 
tration  and  the  Farmers’  Home  Admin¬ 
istration  of  $448,500,000,  which  com¬ 
pares  with  $1,173,500,000  available  for 
the  current  fiscal  year.  These  amounts 
are  merely  authorizations  for  loans 
which  are  eventually  repaid  to  the  Treas¬ 
ury  with  interest.  Repayments  of  prior 
year  loans  are  increasing  each  year  and 
soon  will  equal  the  amount  of  new  loan 
authorization  made  available  annually. 

Recognizing  the  need  for  economy,  the 
committee  has  held  the  appropriations 
for  the  regular  programs  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  at  the  1957  level.  For  these  activ¬ 
ities  it  has  approved  1957  appropriations, 
plus  funds  to  meet  the  mandatory  re¬ 
tirement  contributions,  less  nonrecurring 
project  costs.  The  committee  has  not 
eliminated  or  denied  any  of  the  new  pro¬ 
grams  requested  in  the  1958  budget.  It 
recognizes  that  most  of  them  have  merit 
and  feels  that  such  programs  can  be 
met  by  shifting  personnel  from  present 
projects  to  new  work  of  more  value. 
With  a  total  of  over  83,000  employees 
in  the  Department,  the  Secretary  should 
be  able  to  ’meet  new  needs  as  they  arise 
without  adding  employees  requiring  in¬ 
creased  appropriations.  While  there  is 
a  real  need  to  improve  farm  conditions, 
it  does  not  appear  that  the  need  can  be 
met  by  adding  more  employees. 

THE  PRESENT  FARM  PICTURE 

Conditions  in  American  agriculture  at 
the  present  time  are  not  good.  Four 
years  experience  has  shown  that  reduced 
aci-eage,  reduced  pi-ices,  and  rising  costs 
lead  only  to  reducing  fax-m  income  to  a 
disaster  level.  The  last  4  yeai’s  have 
clearly  pi-oven,  based  on  records  within 
the  Department,  that  we  cannot  reduce 
production  by  reducing  prices.  Further, 
they  show  that  we  cannot  reduce  world 
production  by  merely  reducing  United 
States  production,  and  we  cannot  con- 
trol  United  States  production  by  reduc¬ 
ing  United  States  acx’eage. 

The  records  of  the  past  4  years  prove 
that  as  we  reduce  price  we  increase  pi-o- 
duction,  and  as  we  decrease  acreage  in 
basic  commodities  we  increase  produc¬ 
tion  per  acre  and  release  more  acres  for 
nonbasic  commodities,  thereby  increas¬ 
ing  total  United  States  agricultural  pro¬ 
duction.  The  record  shows  that,  if  the 
farmer  cuts  production  to  the  point  of 
obtaining  parity  of  price  at  the  market 
place,  he  will  have  to  create  a  scarcity 
which  will  further  i-educe  his  income  and 
will  be  dangerous  for  the  consuming 
public. 


May  lk 

While  changes  in  the  law  must  come 
from  the  legislative  committee,  and 
changes  in  policy  must  come  from  De- 
partment  officials,  members  of  this  com¬ 
mittee  feel  that  we  should  point  out  the 
increasingly  bad  situation  which  exists 
and  should  report  to  the  Congress  some 
of  the  causes,  as  we  see  them,  of  present 
farm  conditions  and  changes  which 
might  be  made,  both  in  policy  and  in  the 
law.  Although  not  related  dii’ectly  to 
funds  in  the  1958  appropriation  bill, 
these  factors  are  important  to  the  fu¬ 
ture  welfare  of  American  agriculture, 
and  ai’e  significant  in  terms  of  appro¬ 
priations  required  for  future  years. 

THE  RECORD 

Four  years  ago  net  farm  income  was 
$14.3  billion,  or  about  5  percent  of  the 
national  income  of  $281.8  billion.  Four 
years  ago  the  farmer  received  47  cents 
of  the  consumer’s  food  dollar.  At  that 
time  the  farmer  received  an  average  of 
821/2  cents  per  hour  for  his  labor.  Con¬ 
ditions  then  were  considered  to  be  ser¬ 
ious  for  the  farmer  and  it  was  generally 
agreed  that  something  had  to  be  done  to 
improve  his  economic  position. 

For  4  years  now  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  has  been  trying  to  improve 
that  situation.  During  this  period  the 
Department  has  insisted  that  the  pri¬ 
mary  cure  for  the  farmer’s  plight  is  to, 
fii’st,  reduce  support  prices;  second,  re¬ 
duce  acreage;  third,  increase  funds  for 
research  and  extension;  and  fourth,  un- 
dertake  a  rural  development  program. 
Then  last  year,  after  almost  4  years  of 
following  the  Department’s  policies,  as 
the  American  people  approached  an 
election  with  fai’m  income  down,  the  De¬ 
partment  recommended  and  the  Con¬ 
gress  passed  the  soil  bank  to  put  up  to 
$1.2  billion  from  the  Treasury  in  the 
farmers’  hands. 

During  the  last  4  years  the  Depart¬ 
ment  has  tried  to  cary  out  its  policies. 

It  has  reduced  price  supports  an 
average  of  20  percent. 

It  has  reduced  acreage  for  cotton  by 
38  percent,  for  rice  by  22  percent,  for 
wheat  and  tobacco  by  23  percent. 

Funds  for  reseai-ch  by  State  experi¬ 
ment  stations  have  been  increased  133 
percent;  funds  for  other  research  in  the 
Department  and  the  Extension  Service 
have  been  increased  56  percent. 

In  1957  the  Department  will  spend 
more  than  $2  million  in  57  counties  in 
what  it  called  rural  development  for  low 
income  families,  an  avei’age  cost  of  more 
than  $36,000  per  county.  Nearly  every 
agency  in  the  Department  is  involved 
in  this  program. 

In  1956  and  1957  the  Department  will 
give  away  with  few  strings  attached, 
under  the  acreage  reserve  provisions  of 
the  soil  bank,  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars,  money  which  the  Department 
counts  as  part  of  fai’m  income. 

THE  RESULT 

In  1956,  after  4  years,  farm  income 
was  down  to  $11.8  billion,  which  in¬ 
cludes  direct-relief  payments  from  soil- 
bank  funds.  This  is  a  drop  of  $2.5  bil¬ 
lion,  or  17.5  percent,  since  1952.  Com¬ 
paratively,  the  personal  income  of  other 
segments  of  the  Amei’ican  economy  in¬ 
creased  from  $271.8  billion  in  1952  to 
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$306  billion  in  1956,  an  increase  of  12.5 
percent.  During  this  period  the  farm¬ 
er’s  share  of  the  consumer’s  dollar  de¬ 
creased  from  47  cents  to  40  cents,  a 
drop  of  15  percent,  while  the  share  for 
the  group  between  the  farmer  and  the 
consumer  increased  correspondingly. 
Since  1952,  the  hourly  return  to  the 
farmer  for  his  labor  has  dropped  from 
82Y2  cents  per  hour  to  70  cents  per  hour, 
while  earnings  of  nearly  every  other 
economic  group  have  increased  substan¬ 
tially. 

In  the  same  4-year  period,  farm  costs 
have  increased  about  10  percent,  reflect¬ 
ing  increases  in  income  to  practically 
every  group  between  the  farmer  and  the 
consumer.  Further,  the  farmer’s  re¬ 
quired  capital  investment  and  his  over¬ 
all  farm  debt  have  increased  signifi¬ 
cantly.  The  average  capital  investment 
required  per  farm  has  increased  from 
$22,836  in  1952  to  $26,327  in  1956,  an 
increase  of  over  15  percent.  Total  farm 
debt  in  1952  was  $14.8  billion.  This 
had  increased  to  $18  billion  in  1956,  an 
increase  of  21.6  percent. 

In  spite  of  the  great  optimism  of  offi¬ 
cials  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
the  past  4  years  have  not  brought  par¬ 
ity  of  income  to  the  farmer  from  the 
market  place,  nor  from  any  other  place 
for  that  matter.  Today  finds  the  farmer 
receiving  much  less  from  the  market 
place  than  4  years  ago  and  depending 
more  and  more  on  direct  payments  from 
the  Treasury.  In  the  1958  budget,  $1 
billion  is  requested  for  direct  payments 
to. farmers  under  the  guise  of  the  soil 
bank.  In  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of 
the  committee,  the  only  sound  basis  for 
the  acreage  reserve  section  is  to  help 
offset  loss  of  income  at  the  market 
place. 

Since  1952,  according  to  records  of 
the  Department,  price  supports  on  the 
major  crops  have  been  reduced  as  fol¬ 
lows:  Corn,  20  percent;  cotton,  12  per¬ 
cent;  cottonseed,  33  percent;  barley  and 
grain  sorghums,  26  percent;  oats  and 
flaxseed,  25  percent;  rye  and  soybeans, 
21  percent;  and  milk  and  butterfat,  18 
percent.  As  prices  to  the  farmer  have 
been  decreased  an  average  of  20  per¬ 
cent,  his  part  of  the  national  income 
has  decreased  in  almost  the  same  pro¬ 
portion,  about  20  percent. 

During  this  period  of  reduced  price 
supports,  there  have  been  severe  reduc¬ 
tions  in  acreage  allotments  for  basic 
commodities  each  year.  As  pointed  out 
earlier,  acreage  planted  to  cotton  has 
been  reduced  approximately  38  percent 
since  1952.  Acreage  for  rice  has  been 
reduced  around  22  percent;  wheat  and 
tobacco  acreage  have  been  reduced  ap¬ 
proximately  23  percent. 

Contrary  to  the  expectations  of  agri¬ 
cultural  officials,  who  have  maintained 
that  reduced  price  supports  and  acreage 
reductions  would  reduce  production,  pro¬ 
duction  increased  steadily  during  this 
period.  Not  only  did  the  farmer  in¬ 
crease  his  per-acre  production  of  basic 
commodities,  but  acreage  reductions  for 
basic  commodities  made  available  more 
acres  for  nonbasic  commodities,  increas¬ 
ing  total  production. 

The  Secretary  now  sees  that  reduced 
price  supports  and  reduced  acreage, 
which  he  has  offered  as  the  cure  to  so- 


called  overproduction,  has  not  worked. 
In  his  February  28,  1957,  appearance  be¬ 
fore  the  committee  he  admitted  that 
controlling  production  is  not  the  answer. 
In  his  appearance  on  April  16  of  this  year 
he  told  the  committee: 

FarmersTast  year  turned  in  a  remarkable 
performance.  They  achieved  total  crop  pro¬ 
duction  equalling  the  previous  record  from 
the  smallest  total  harvested  acreage  in  20 
years.  Average  yields  per  harvested  acre 
set  hew  overall  record  levels  with  few  crops 
falling  below  average.  It  should  be  noted 
that  the  large  total  outturn  was  attained 
despite  a  late,  cold  spring  and  severe  drought 
in  the  southern  Great  Plains  and  the  west¬ 
ern  Corn  Belt,  and  other  high-producing 
areas. 

Notwithstanding  the  Secretary’s  pres¬ 
ent  use  of  his  authority  to  sell  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  inventories  com¬ 
petitively  in  world  trade,  leading  to  the 
greatest  export  volume  in  years  in  1956, 
CCC  holdings  increased  from  $2.5  billion 
on  January  1,  1953,  to  $8.2  billion  on 
January  1,  1957.  This  is  largely  due  to 
increased  production  generated  by  re¬ 
duced  price  supports  and  reduced  acre¬ 
age. 

Certainly  these  results  prove  the  De¬ 
partment’s  present  policies  and  programs 
to  be  inadequate  to  meet  the  problem. 
The  facts  recited  above  should  lead  all 
interested  persons  to  study  the  causes 
and  seek  the  remedies  for  the  present 
situation,  since  this  country  cannot 
long  continue  to  prosper  with  one  seg¬ 
ment  of  its  economic  structure  seriously 
ill. 

ACREAGE  CONTROLS  INEFFECTIVE 

Part  of  the  trouble  lies  with  the  agri¬ 
cultural  laws  passed  in  1933,  which  ex¬ 
cept  as  to  price  suport  levels,  largely  gov¬ 
ern  present  farm  programs.  At  that 
time  the  United  States  produced  such  a 
large  share  of  the  world’s  supply  of  basic 
commercial  crops  that  it  was  felt  that 
regulation  of  United  States  production 
would  regulate  world  production^  At 
that  time  it  was  believed  that  cutting 
United  States  acreage  would  control 
United  States  production.  Provisions 
for  such  actions  were  included  in  that 
law.  Time  and  experience  have  shown 
that  these  provisions  have  not  been  ef¬ 
fective  since,  as  United  States  acreage 
has  been  reduced,  world  acreage  has  in¬ 
creased.  Further,  as  United  States 
acreage  has  been  reduced  each  year,  the 
American  farmer  has  increased  his  yield 
per  acre  through  more  intensive  cultiva¬ 
tion  and  increased  use  of  machinery,  fer¬ 
tilizer,  and  insecticides. 

According  to  USDA  reports,  per  acre 
yields  for  corn  increased  from  the  1945- 
54  average  of  37.1  bushels  to  40.6  bushels 
in  1955  and  45.4  "bushels  in  1956.  For 
wheat,  the  1945-54  average  of  17.1  bush¬ 
els  per  acre  increased  to  19.8  bushels  in 
1955  and  20  bushels  in  1956.  The  yield 
per  acre  for  cotton  increased  from  the 
1945-54  average  of  283  pounds  to  408 
pounds  in  1956.  The  same  increase  has 
been  true  for  many  other  crops. 

One  of  the  more  serious  aspects  of  the 
reduction  in  acreage  each  year  is  that,  as 
the  farmer  has  increased  his  production 
per  acre,  he  has  made  further  cuts  in  his 
acreage  for  the  next  year  under  the 
formula  contained  in  the  present  law, 
freeing  more  acreage  for  production  of 
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other  farm  crops.  Further,  current  pro¬ 
grams  are  encouraging  the  the  farmer 
to  exploit  his  land,  which  runs  counter 
to  the  long-range  soil  conservation  ob¬ 
jectives  of  the  Federal  Government. 

ERRONEOUS  PRICE-SUPPORT  POLICIES 

The  belief  of  the  present  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  that  lower  price  supports 
would  reduce  farm  production  and  in¬ 
crease  domestic  consumption  has  not 
been  borne  out,  as  shown  by  the  records 
of  his  own  Department.  As  the  farm¬ 
er’s  price  has  gone  down,  he  has  in¬ 
creased  his  prodi'.ction  to  protect  his 
level  of  income  as  far  as  possible.  De¬ 
spite  price  support  reductions  of  20  per¬ 
cent  for  corn,  production  in  1956  was  159 
million  bushels  more  than  in  1952. 
Likewise,  price  support  reductions  for 
such  commodities  as  barley,  flaxseed,  rye, 
sorghums,  soybeans,  butterfat,  and  milk 
resulted  in  greater  production  in  1956 
than  in  1952. 

At  the  same  time,  domestic  consump¬ 
tion  on  a  number  of  crops  has  decreased 
despite  price  reductions.  Domestic  con¬ 
sumption  of  cotton  decreased  461,000 
bales  in  1956  as  compared  to  1952,  al¬ 
though  price  supports  were  lowered  12 
percent  by  the  Department  as  a  means 
encouraging  increased  consumption. 
Despite  reductions  in  price  support  levels 
during  the  past  4  years  for  cottonseed 
and  oats,  domestic  consumption  of  these 
commodities  also  decreased.  It  is  sig¬ 
nificant  to  note  that  the  percentage  of 
consumer  income  spent  for  food  de¬ 
creased  from  34.4  percent  in  1952  to  32.1 
percent  in  1956. 

Further,  the  record  indicates  that  re¬ 
ductions  in  prices  to  the  farmer  have  not 
been  passed  on  to  the  consumer.  In¬ 
stead,  such  reductions  have  merely  in¬ 
creased  the  take  of  the  so-called  middle¬ 
men.  Since  1952  the  spread  between  the 
farmer  and  the  consumer  has  increased 
from  53  percent  to  60  percent.  On  the 
basis  of  the  Nation’s  1956  food  bill  of  $53 
billion,  an  additional  $3.7  billion  went  to 
these  middlemen  in  1956  as  a  result  of 
this  increased  margin.  If  only  half  of 
this  amount  taken  from  the  farmer  and 
made  available  to  the  middleman  had 
gone  to  the  farmer,  it  would  nave  provid¬ 
ed  him  much  more  money  than  he  can 
hope  to  get  from  the  soil  bank.  If  as 
much  as  two-thirds  of  the  middleman’s 
added  take  had  remained  with  the  farm¬ 
er,  he  would  have  been  able  to  maintain 
his  1952  level  of  farm  income,  and  his 
plight  today  would  be  much  less  serious. 

FAULTY  EXPORT  SALES  POLICY 

Another  part  of  the  trouble  lies  with 
the  erroneous  export  sales  policies  fol¬ 
lowed  by  the  Department  until  about  18 
months  ago.  While  the  United  States 
was  paying  738  United  States  foreign  aid 
technicians  to  help  improve  foreign  agri¬ 
culture,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  was 
refusing  to  offer  United  States  commodi¬ 
ties  for  sale  abroad  at  competitive  prices, 
as  authorized  by  law. 

The  Secretary  continues  to  talk  of  the 
United  States  price  support  program 
holding  an  umbrella  over  world  agricul¬ 
tural  production.  Yet  he  readily  admits 
to  the  committee  that  he  has  had  au¬ 
thority  to  sell  in  world  trade  on  a  com¬ 
petitive  basis  all  along.  There  is  no  way 
to  avoid  the  fact  that  this  price  umbrella 
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is  due  to  a  decision  not  to  use  such  au¬ 
thority  until  late  1955  and  early  1956, 
rather  than  to  the  price  support  pro¬ 
gram. 

The  committee  would  point  out  again 
that  the  Department  has  always  had  au¬ 
thority  to  sell  in  world  trade  for  what 
the  commodities  would  bring.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  admits  to  such  authority  and  is 
now  using  it  successfully.  In  1956  more 
agricultural  commodities  were  exported 
than  in  any  time  in  20  years.  If  the  De¬ 
partment  had  fully  used  this  authority 
in  recent  years,  the  farmers  and  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  would  be 
much  better  off  financially  than  they 
now  are. 

NEW  FARM  PROGRAM  NEEDED 

With  economic  protections  built  into 
the  law  of  the  Nation  for  nearly  every 
segment  of  our  economy,  the  farmer  will 
always  be  at  a  competitive  disadvantage 
unless  he  also  has  some  degree  of  legisla¬ 
tive  protection.  Constantly  increasing 
costs  of  transportation,  processing,  and 
distribution  will  continue  to  force  his 
prices  down,  since  at  the  opposite  end  of 
the  economic  ladder  consumer  resistance 
to  price  pushes  the  increased  take  of  the 
middlemen  on  to  the  farmer.  Further, 
as  the  cost  of  production  increases,  and 
the  use  of  more  fertilizer,  equipment,  and 
insecticides  is  required  to  meet  the  pres¬ 
sure  for  increased  yields,  the  cost-price 
squeeze  will  become  even  more  acute. 

Based  on  years  of  study  of  agriculture, 
and  the  familiarity  which  has  come  from 
the  annual  review  of  the  financial  re¬ 
quirements  of  all  of  the  programs  of  the 
Department,  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  members  of  the  committee 
that  an  entirely  new  legislative  approach 
must  be  developed  if  the  present  condi¬ 
tions  are  to  be  corrected.  This  is  essen¬ 
tial  if  the  farmer  is  to  share  in  the  gen¬ 
eral  prosperity  of  the  rest  of  the  coun¬ 
try — if  he  is  to  own  an  automobile,  send 
his  children  to  school,  enjoy  a  reason¬ 
able  standard  of  living,  and  save  and 
protect  the  Nation’s  natural  resources. 

It  is  to  be  remembered  that  during  the 
long  period  prior  to  the  1930’s  when  the 
farmer  had  no  such  protection  in  law, 
we  wore  out  40  percent  of  our  fertile  soil 
and  used  up  80  percent  of  our  virgin  tim¬ 
ber.  It  must  be  remembered  that  such  a 
drop  in  farm  income  as  we  have  had 
since  1952  has  always  led  to  a  depression. 

We  have  had  14  freight-rate  increases 
since  World  War  II.  We  have  minimum 
wages  and  bargaining  rights  provided  by 
law.  We  have  had  increasing  profit 
guaranties.  All  these  things  lead  to  the 
fact  that  the  farmer,  too,  must  have  a 
fair  return  for  his  investment  and  his 
labor.  However,  he  should  have  such 
a  return  from  the  market  place  instead 
of  the  Treasury, 

SUGGESTIONS  FOR  NEW  FARM  PROGRAM 

Numerous  suggestions  have  been  made 
as  to  how  the  farm  program  might  be 
changed  to  give  the  farmer  the  opportu¬ 
nity  to  earn  a  fair  income.  One  method, 
which  was  offered  originally  as  the 
Brannan  plan  and  was  adopted  later  by 
Secretary  Benson  for  wool,  is  to  make  up 
from  the  Federal  Treasury  the  difference 
between  what  the  farmer  gets  at  the 
market  place  and  a  fair  price.  While 


this  approach  may  have  some  merit,  it 
has  one  significant  defect.  It  would 
make  the  farmer  dependent  for  part  of 
his  cost  and  all  of  his  profit  on  annual 
appropriations  from  Congress. 

Since  Members  of  Congress  represent 
all  of  the  American  people,  87  percent  of 
whom  are  not  farmers,  the  farmer  would 
be  placed  in  the  position  of  not  being  able 
to  rely  on  this  support  each  year.  The 
level  of  his  income  would  then  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  strong  economic  and  politi¬ 
cal  pressure  which  develop  from  year  to 
year. 

The  second  approach  is  to  make  it  to 
the  advantage  of  the  domestic  purchaser 
to  pay  a  fair  price  at  the  market  place 
for  agricultural  products.  Such  a  plan 
would  place  the  cost  of  a  iair  return  to 
the  farmer  on  the  purchaser  or  user  of 
such  commodities.  This  would  put  the 
farmer  on  a  basis  somewhat  comparable 
to  that  of  labor,  utilities,  business,  and 
other  segments  of  the  population.  Under 
present  laws  all  of  these  groups  are  able 
to  pass  on  to  the  user  the  cost  of  a  fair 
return  for  their  labor  and  capital. 

This  second  alternative  is  believed  to 
offer  some  real  possibilities  for  the  basic 
commodities,  and  a  number  of  others. 
This  plan  could  be  carried  out  by  issuing 
to  the  farmer  certificates  for  his  share 
of  the  domestic  market  figured  in  terms 
of  bushels,  bales,  or  pounds.  Such  a 
plan  would  provide  price  support  for  the 
farmer’s  certified  share  of  the  domestic 
market  at  parity  levels,  thus  requiring 
the  purchaser  to  pay  a  fair  price.  Such 
a  program  should  then  impose  a  penalty 
or  special  tax  on  processors  and  other 
purchasers  of  commodities  purchased 
for  domestic  use  which  were  not  certified 
as  the  farmer’s  share  of  the  domestic 
market.  This  would  make  it  to  the  ad¬ 
vantage  of  the  processors  to  buy  certifi¬ 
cated  commodities. 

Under  this  approach,  restrictions  on 
production  would  be  removed,  and  that 
part  of  the  United  States  production  not 
certified  for  domestic  markets  would  be 
available  for  world  trade  at  competitive 
prices,  or  for  domestic  use  if  the  tax 
were  paid.  On  this  basis,  there  should 
be  little  if  any  cost  attached  to  a  price 
support  program.  Any  cost  would  be 
offset  by  taxes  or  penalties  collected  on 
the  domestic  use  of  noncertificated  com¬ 
modities.  Such  a  program  would  trans¬ 
fer  the  cost  of  the  farm  program  from 
the  taxpayer  to  the  purchaser  or  user. 

This  type  of  program  would  enable  us 
to  get  away  from  our  present  system  of 
acreage  controls,  and  the  incentive  to 
increase  production  inherent  in  such 
controls.  It  would  let  the  farmer  farm. 
In  actual  practice,  much  of  its  cost  would 
come  from  the  group  between  the  farmer 
and  the  consumer  which,  according  to 
the  record,  has  absorbed  most  of  the  re¬ 
ductions  in  farm  prices  as  they  have  been 
made. 

Many  other  solutions  to  the  farm  prob¬ 
lem  have  been  offered  and  should  be  con¬ 
sidered.  However,  any  new  program 
which  is  finally  adopted  should  let  the 
farmer  farm,  should  provide  protection 
as  to  price  for  his  share  of  the  domestic 
market,  and  should  be  paid  for  by  the 
purchaser  at  the  market  place.  Under 
all  circumstances,  we  must  keep  the  right 
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to  sell  in  world  markets  at  competitive 
prices,  authority  for  which  has  always 
existed.  We  must  see  that  the  Secretary 
continues  such  a  sales  program. 

RESEARCH  AND  EXTENSION 

One  of  the  Secretary’s  answers  to  the 
farm  problem  has  been  increased  em¬ 
phasis  on  agricultural  research  and  ex¬ 
tension  activities.  While  members  of  the 
committee  have  always  been  strong  sup¬ 
porters  of  these  programs  and  have  in¬ 
troduced  legislation  making  increased 
appropriations  possible,  they  have  not 
agreed  with  the  Secretary  that  additional 
employees  are  a  substitute  for  legislation 
which  will  make  possible  a  satisfactory 
farm  income. 

The  committee  has  gone  along  in  re¬ 
cent  years  with  sizable  increases  for 
research  and  extension,  so  as  to  give  the 
Secretary  the  opportunity  to  carry  out 
his  proposals.  Since  1952,  annual  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  State  experiment  sta¬ 
tions  have  increased  from  $12,670,308  to 
$29,503,708,  an  increase  of  133  percent. 
During  this  same  period,  appropriations 
for  the  Extension  Service  have  increased 
56  percent  from  $32,100,789  in  1952  to 
$49,865,000  in  1957. 

The  increased  demand  for  research  and 
extension  work  during  the  past  4  years 
appears  to  be  the  direct  result  of  the  re¬ 
duction  in  farm  income.  Demands  by 
farmers  for  better  seed,  improved  culti¬ 
vation  practices,  and  better  fertilizers 
and  insecticides,  to  offset  price  and 
acreage  reductions,  have  undoubtedly  in¬ 
creased  the  pressure  upon  the  Depart¬ 
ment  for  this  service.  The  increase  in 
yields  per  acre  each  year  appears  to  be 
the  result  of  these  demands. 

With  farm  income  continuing  to  fall, 
however,  it  is  apparent  that  increased 
appropriations  for  these  activities  is  not 
the  answer  to  the  farm  problem.  It  is 
apparent  that  research  personnel  and 
county  agents  are  limited  in  what  they 
can  do  to  improve  the  farmer’s  lot  in  a 
period  of  falling  prices,  reduced  acreage 
and  increasing  costs. 

In  the  bill  for  1958  the  committee  is 
recommending  the  same  appropriation 
for  the  research  and  extension  programs 
as  was  provided  for  fiscal  year  1957.  To 
continue  rapid  intensification  of  agricul¬ 
tural  production,  with  added  depletion  of 
the  soil  of  the  Nation,  seems  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  be  at  cross  purposes  with  other 
policies.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  Con¬ 
gress  is  asked  to  appropriate  large  sums 
under  the  soil  bank  to  reduce  produc¬ 
tion.  the  committee  feels  that  further 
increases  in  these  fields  might  well  be 
delayed,  especially  in  view  of  the  large 
increases  of  the  last  few  years. 

SOIL  BANK 

The  soil-bank  program  was  offered  last 
year  as  another  answer  to  the  farm  prob¬ 
lem.  It  is  based  on  the  philosophy  that 
the  way  to  help  American  agiculture  is  to 
reduce  American  production.  It  was  of¬ 
fered  as  a  temporary  stopgap  measure, 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  present  pro¬ 
gram  of  reduced  price  supports,  acreage 
reductions,  increased  research,  and  edu¬ 
cation,  and  other  measures  advanced  by 
the  Secretary,  had  failed  and  the  farm¬ 
er’s  plight  had  gotten  worse  and  worse. 
In  fact,  a  careful  reading  of  the  law 
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clearly  shows  that  one  of  the  principal 
purposes  of  the  program  was  to  get  some 
money  into  the  f aimer’s  hands  last  fall. 

While  there  may  be  some  value  to  the 
conservation  reserve  portion  of  the  pro¬ 
gram,  findings  developed  by  a  special  in¬ 
vestigation  conducted  by  the  committee, 
and  information  received  from  various 
sources  throughout  the  country,  raise  se¬ 
rious  questions  concerning  the  acreage 
reserve  program.  Despite  the  signup  of 
some  12  million  acres  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $260  million  under  the  1956  acre¬ 
age  reserve  program,  production  for  most 
crops  was  higher  in  1956  than  in  previous 
years.  Most  farmers  who  placed  a  por¬ 
tion  of  their  land  in  the  acreage  reserve 
stepped  up  production  on  the  balance  of 
their  land.  Further,  much  of  the  land 
placed  in  the  acreage  reserve  was  drought 
lancLwhich  would  not  have  produced  a 
good  cl-op  in  any  event. 

Officials  of  the  Department  feel  that 
the  1957  acreage  reserve  program  will 
show  better  results.  However,  only  75 
percent  of  the  participation  expected  has 
materialized  to  date,  and  if  conditions 
improve  in  the  drought  areas  participa¬ 
tion  will  be  even  less  than  now  indicated. 

In  view  of  this  experience,  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  reduced  the  1958  appropria¬ 
tion  for  payments  under  the  acreage  re¬ 
serve  program  from  the  $750  million 
authorized  for  1957,  and  the  $701,173,340 
requested  for  1958,  to  a  total  of  $600 
million.  Further,  based  on  the  record 
and  serious  doubts  as  to  the  advisability 
of  continuing  this  program  beyond  the 
next  year,  it  has  limited  the  amount  of 
commitments  which  may  be  made  under 
the  1958  program  to  $500  million.  Rea¬ 
sons  for  these  decisions  appear  later  in 
this  report. 

SOIL  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION 

For  several  years  now  the  committee 
has  felt  the  need  for  closer  coordination 
among  the  various  programs  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  and  the  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program.  With  two 
new  programs  of  a  similar  type  coming 
into  the  picture — the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  of  the  soil  bank  and  the  Great 
Plains  program — this  need  has  become 
even  greater.  For  this  reason,  and  due 
to  the  difficulty  of  clearly  distinguishing 
between  the  activities  under  each  pro¬ 
gram,  the  committee  has  included  a  con¬ 
solidated  appropriation  for  all  soil  and 
water  conservation  activities  in  the  1958 
bill. 

This  new  appropriation  item  includes 
the  funds  for  soil  conservation  opera¬ 
tions,  watershed  protection,  flood  pre¬ 
vention,  water  conservation  and  utiliza¬ 
tion  projects,  agricultural  conservation 
payments,  the  conservation  reserve,  and 
the  Great  Plains  program.  It  is  believed 
that  such  consolidation  will  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  to  save  money  in  the  overall  pro¬ 
gram,  while  giving  increased  attention 
to  phases  of  the  program  where  vital 
needs  exist.  It  should  also  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  to  make  economies  by  bringing  to¬ 
gether  for  the  first  time  the  administra¬ 
tive  costs  for  soil  and  water  conservation. 

The  combined  appropriation  should 
provide  more  flexibility  in  handling  these 
programs  to  make  certain  that  the  funds 
are  utilized  effectively.  For  instance, 
under  this  approach,  it  is  hoped  that  it 


may  be  possible  to  speed  up  the  various 
watershed  and  flood  prevention  projects, 
since  that  appears  to  be  the  most  effective 
way  to  carry  out  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion.  Further,  the  new  appropriation 
will  make  it  possible  to  use  the  funds  to 
service  new  soil  conservation  districts 
where  this  becomes  necessary  to  further 
the  conservation  program. 

Also,  this  plan  should  enable  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  provide  adequate  funds  for  soil 
and  water  conservation  research  to  im¬ 
plement  the  large  overall  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  programs  authorized  each  year. 
There  is  considerable  evidence  that  soil 
bank  funds  and  other  conservation 
money  could  be  more  effectively  used  if 
more  conservation  research  and  investi¬ 
gation  were  done  in  advance.  Proper 
attention  to  the  soil  and  water  research 
problems  in  the  various  parts  of  the 
country  where  the  large  sums  are  being 
spent  under  these  programs  should  pay 
real  dividends  under  this  arrangement. 
In  some  areas  the  Department  does  not 
now  have  adequate  research  information 
to  permit  them  to  recommend  conserva¬ 
tion  practices  to  be  adopted  under  these 
conservation  programs. 

RURAL  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 

The  rural  development  program,  which 
was  offered  several  years  ago  to  help  the 
low  income  farmers  of  the  country,  is 
another  program  adopted  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  as  a  substitute  for  adequate  farm 
income.  Nine  offices  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  receive  large  sums  for 
this  program,  and  six  other  agencies  of 
the  Federal  Government  are  involved  in 
this  effort.  It  is  doubtful  if  any  program 
could  work  effectively  with  this  multi¬ 
tude  of  agencies  and  agents. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  is 
spending  $2,061,645  in  fiscal  year  1957 
for  this  purpose  and  has  requested 
$3,955,720  for  fiscal  year  1958.  At  the 
present  time,  the  program  is  being  car¬ 
ried  on  in  only  57  counties,  which  are 
designated  as  pilot  counties.  This  work 
may  be  helpful  to  those  counties  now 
receiving  this  special  attention  at  a  cost 
of  more  than  $36,000  each.  However, 
to  expand  the  program  to  the  3,000  coun¬ 
ties  of  the  Nation,  the  ultimate  cost 
would  run  well  over  $100  million  per  year, 
which  is  far  beyond  what  the  taxpayer 
can  afford  to  spend  for  this  purpose. 
Even  the  Department  suggests  that  such 
program  be  held  to  a  pilot  plan  basis. 
This  the  committee  has  done  by  holding 
the  program  to  the  present  fiscal  year 
basis. 

It  is  the  belief  of  a  majority  of  the 
committee  that  the  funds  available 
within  the  1957  base  for  this  work  could 
better  be  used  to  strengthen  the  regular 
activities  of  the  various  agencies  in¬ 
volved.  Such  action  would  be  of  more 
general  benefit  to  the  entire  country. 
Since  the  basic  purpose  of  the  regular 
activities  of  these  agencies  is  to  help  all 
farmers,  including  low  income  farmers, 
the  committee  cannot  see  the  justifica¬ 
tion  for  separate  funds  and  separate 
personnel  for  a  program  which  is  of  ne¬ 
cessity  limited  to  a  handful  of  counties. 
In  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  it  would  be  better  to  help  the  price 
small  farmers  receive  and  let  them  farm. 
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Such  a  course  would  be  of  more  benefit 
to  everyone. 

CONTRADICTIONS  IN  PRESENT  POLICIES 

Inherent  contradictions  in  the  present 
farm  policies  of  the  Department  are  ex¬ 
tremely  costly  to  the  farmers  and  the 
taxpayers  of  the  country.  On  the  one 
hand,  the  Department  recommends 
spending  $1  billion  next  year  under  the 
two  phases  of  the  soil  bank  to  remove 
cropland  from  production  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  reducing  production.  At  the 
same  time  it  proposes  to  expand  the  re¬ 
search  and  educational  activities  of  the 
Department  to  further  increase  yields 
and  expand  production.  Further,  as  it 
advocates  reduced  production,  it  then 
provides  the  two  greatest  incentives  for 
increasing  production,  reduced  acreage 
and  reduced  prices. 

As  pointed  out  earlier,  on  April  16  of 
this  year,  the  Secretary 'reported  to  the 
committee  that  farmers  turned  in  a  re¬ 
markable  performance  in  1956,  achiev¬ 
ing  record  crop  production.  At  the  same 
time,  he  reported  that,  under  the  soil 
bank,  he  was  doing  everything  possible 
to  curtail  production. 

It  seems  to  the  committee  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  and  the  pongress  must  review 
present  programs.  Figures  from  the  De¬ 
partment’s  own  records  indicate  that  as 
of  now  the  policymakers  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  have  mounted  a 
horse  and  are  attempting  to  ride  off  in  all 
directions  at  once.  If  it  is  sound  to  ex¬ 
pand  production  through  increases  for 
the  various  programs  of  the  Department, 
it  is  highly  questionable  whether  the 
Congress  should  appropriate  large  sums 
for  the  acreage  reserve  under  the  soil 
bank.  If  it  is  sound  to  reduce  produc¬ 
tion,  as  the  Secretary  proposes,  he  should 
be  required  to  stop  reducing  price  sup¬ 
ports  and  cutting  acreage,  when  his  own 
records  show  that  increased  production 
has  been  the  result  of  these  actions  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  few  years. 

RESEARCH  ADVISORV  COMMITTEES 

Recognizing  the  value  of  bringing  to 
the  Department  the  advice  of  outside 
organizations  dealing  with  agriculture, 
members  of  the  committee  have  strongly 
supported  the  25  research  advisory  com¬ 
mittees  established  10  years  ago.  The 
committee  has  felt  that  such  a  system 
would  help  to  keep  the  research  program 
of  the  Department  on  a  sound  and  prac¬ 
tical  basis  and  has  relied  on  such  groups 
to  provide  the  principal  review  of  the 
many  individual  projects  proposed  in  the 
budget  each  year. 

The  committee  has  been  disappointed 
in  the  work  of  these  groups  in  recent 
years.  Instead  of  making  a  thorough  and 
continuing  review  of  existing  research 
projects  which  might  be  improved  or 
eliminated  to  make  personnel  available 
to  meet  new  problems,  the  large  increases 
proposed  each  year  indicate  that  the 
time  of  these  committees  is  taken  up 
largely  with  the  review  and  approval  of 
new  projects  of  special  interest  for  which 
additional  funds  are  always  asked.  This 
has  resulted  in  such  large  increases  for 
research  that  substantial  sums  were  not 
needed  during  the  current  year  and  have 
been  diverted  to  other  uses. 

The  committee  urges  that  these  advi¬ 
sory  groups  review  their  basic  purpose 
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and  consider  how  to  undertake  new  and 
important  research  projects  without 
continually  requesting  additional  appro¬ 
priations.  In  view  of  the  necessity  of 
holding  the  research  funds  of  the  De¬ 
partment  for  the  coming  year  at  the 
1957  level,  such  action  becomes  abso¬ 
lutely  essential. 

In  this  connection,  the  committee  has 
noted  the  interim  report  recently  re¬ 
leased  by  the  Commission  on  the  In¬ 
creased  Industrial  Use  of  Agricultural 
Products.  The  committee  is  disappoint¬ 
ed  to  note  that  the  recommendations 
contained  therein  call  for  an  increased 
level  of  Federal  expenditures  of  “not  less 
than  three  times  the  amounts  currently 
available.”  This  is  another  example  of 
proposing  increases  in  Federal  appro¬ 
priations  in  lieu  of  redirecting  effort  to 
meet  new  demands  within  existing 
amounts  of  funds  and  personnel.  Most 
of  the  concrete  proposals  in  this  report, 
which  appear  as  new,  are  really  for  ex¬ 
pansion  of  existing  work.  Little,  if  any 
attention  appears  to  have  been  given 
tp  what  is  already  being  done  in  these 
fields. 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

The  committee  recommends  $48,994,- 
890  for  1958,  a  decrease  of  $11,880,110  in 
the  budget  estimate.  Apparent  reduc¬ 
tions  below  1957  come  from  nonre¬ 
curring  and  transferred  items.  The 
amount  provided  includes  funds  for  all 
research  formerly  carried  under  this 
heading,  plus  funds  previously  carried 
separately  for  foot-and-mouth  research 
at  Plum  Island  and  research  on  strategic 
and  critical  agricultural  materials. 

The  amount  recommended  provides 
for  the  continuation  of  these  programs 
at  the  1957  level  of  operation.  It  in¬ 
cludes  an  additional  $2,385,000  for  man¬ 
datory  retirement  fund  contributions, 
offset  by  reductions  for  nonrecurring 
construction  projects  authorized  in  1957 
and  the  transfer  of  conservation  re¬ 
search  funds  to  the  new  soil  and  water 
conservation  appropriation. 

As  pointed  out  earlier,  the  action  of 
the  committee  is  not  intended  to  deny  or 
eliminate  any  of  the  increases  proposed 
in  the  1958  budget.  In  view  of  the  urgent 
need  for  economy,  however,  tlie  commit¬ 
tee  believes  that  it  should  hold  this  ap¬ 
propriation,  together  with  all  others  in 
the  bill,  at  the  1957  level.  It  is  pointed 
out  that  funds  for  research  have  been  in¬ 
creased  56  percent  since  1952.  Perhaps 
a  year  of  settling  down  could  well  add  to 
overall  research  effectiveness.  Good  ad¬ 
ministration  should  make  it  possible  to 
undertake  many  of  the  new  programs 
proposed  in  the  coming  year  through  the 
elimination  or  slowing  down  of  less 
worthwhile  projects  now  being  carried 
on.  Even  with  the  1957  appropriation 
level  for  next  year,  there  is  some  latitude 
to  undertake  new  projects,  since  a  por¬ 
tion  of  the  research  money  for  the  pres¬ 
ent  fiscal  year  will  not  be  used. 

A  number  of  worthwhile  projects  were 
brought  to  the  committee’s  attention 
during  the  hearings  by  various  Members 
of  Congress,  and  others,  including  addi¬ 
tional  research  on  dried  beans  and  bulb 
production  and  studies  relative  to  the 
contamination  of  agricultural  products 
from  phosphate  plants  and  similar  in¬ 


dustrial  establishments.  Here  again  the 
committee  calls  on  the  Secretary  and  the 
research  advisory  committees  to  give 
these  projects  careful  consideration  and 
make  every  effort  to  undertake  them 
through  the  discontinuance  of  less  pro¬ 
ductive  work  now  being  performed. 

An  appropriation  of  $29,503,708  is  rec¬ 
ommended  for  payments  to  States, 
Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico.  Also, 
$250,000  is  provided  for  penalty  mail 
costs.  The  amounts  recommended  are 
the  same  as  those  provided  for  1957  and 
are  $4,500,000  less  than  proposed  in  the 
1958  budget. 

Since  1952,  appropriations  for  this 
purpose  have  increased  133  percent. 
This  has  largely  been  due  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  belief  that  additional  research  is 
one  of  the  principal  means  of  offsetting 
declining  farm  income  and  the  increas¬ 
ing  demands  of  the  farmers  of  the  coun¬ 
try  for  better  seed,  fertilizers,  insecti¬ 
cides,  and  cultivation  practices  to  in¬ 
crease  per  ace  production  to  offset  falling 
prices  and  reduced  acreage  allotments. 

As  pointed  out  earlier  in  this  report, 
the  committee  has  gone  along  with 
these  large  increases  in  prior  years  in 
order  to  give  the  Secretary  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  try  out  his  policies.  The  com¬ 
mittee  members  believe  research  to  be 
highly  important,  but  would  point  out 
that  expanding  research  designed  to  in¬ 
crease  agricultural  production  is  at 
complete  cross  purposes  with  the  De¬ 
partment’s  program  of  spending  hun¬ 
dreds  of  millions  of  dollars  through  the 
soil-bank  programs — along  with  price 
and  acreage  reductions — in  an  effort  to 
curtail  production.  It  has  held  these 
funds  for  next  year  to  the  1957  level 
with  the  belief  that  a  year  of  leveling  off 
is  desirable. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE 

The  sum  of  $49,101,000  is  included  in 
the  bill  for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  the 
same  amount  as  available  for  1957. 
While  it  does  not  provide  the  increase  of 
$5,264,000  included  in  the  1958  budget, 
such  sum  is  56  percent  higher  than  ap¬ 
propriations  for  this  purpose  in  1952. 
The  committee  has  held  to  the  present 
year’s  figure  in  line  with  the  general 
policy  followed  throughout  the  bill. 

Much  of  the  increase  authorized  for 
this  program  during  the  past  few  years 
has  been  used  by  the  State  extension 
services  to  employ  administrative  people 
and  specialists  at  the  State  level  and  to 
carry  out  the  experimental  rural-devel¬ 
opment  program  in  57  counties.  It  ap¬ 
pears  that,  despite  these  large  increases 
each  year,  the  salaries  of  county  and 
home  demonstration  agents  in  many 
areas  have  not  kept  pace  with  those  in 
other  activities  of  the  Department.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  testimony  presented  to  the 
committee,  this  has  created  a  bad  situ¬ 
ation  in  this  service.  Witnesses  have 
pointed  out  to  the  committee  that  the 
United  States  is  paying  county  agents 
assigned  to  foreign  countries  under  the 
foreign-aid  program  considerably  higher 
salaries  than  the  extension  service  of  the 
various  States  pays  local  agents. 

In  considering  this  matter,  it  should 
be  pointed  out  that  county  and  home 
demonstration  agents  are  and  should  be 
the  backbone  of  the  whole  agricultural 
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system.  However,  the  salaries  are  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  State  extension  services, 
and  it  is  beyond  the  power  of  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  to  correct  this  sal¬ 
ary  deficiency.  At  the  same  time,  the 
committee  recognizes  the  value  of  this 
activity,  and  feels  that  it  has  been  a 
mistake  for  the  State  extension  services 
not  to  keep  their  salary  levels  comparable 
to  those  of  other  Federal  employees 
working  in  the  same  localities. 

The  committee  strongly  urges,  there¬ 
fore,  that  Federal,  State,  and  county  offi¬ 
cials  get  together  on  this  problem.  It 
believes  that  funds  can  be  found  within 
the  amount  provided  for  the  coming 
fiscal  year  to  meet  the  Federal  share  of 
reasonable  salary  increases.  In  the 
opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  members  of 
the  committee,  the  funds  being  used  for 
the  rural-development  program  could 
better  be  used  to  meet  these  salary  needs, 
than  to  maintain  a  separate  unit  with 
separate  personnel  to  work  with  low- 
income  farmers  in  only  57  pilot  counties 
in  the  Nation  at  a  cost  of  more  than 
$36,000  per  county.  Since  the  regular 
county  agents  are  authorized  to  work 
with  all  types  of  fanners,  including  low- 
income  farmers,  the  committee  urges 
that  funds  now  being  used  for  the  rural- 
development  program  and  other  special 
programs  at  the  State  level  be  diverted 
to  help  provide  needed  salary  increases 
for  the  county  and  home  demonstration 
agents. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

The  committee  recommends  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $100  million  for  the  coming 
fiscal  year,  a  continuation  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  authorized  for  fiscal  year  1957. 

Testimony  presented  to  the  committee 
indicates  continued  increases  in  the 
number  of  schoolchildren  affected  by 
this  program  and  the  number  of  meals 
served  each  year.  During  fiscal  year 
1956  some  10  V2  million  schoolchildren 
participated  in  this  program  and  over 
1.7  billion  meals  were  served.  During 
that  same  fiscal  year  total  Federal  con¬ 
tributions,  including  section  32  dona¬ 
tions,  amounted  to  $228.2  million,  while 
State  and  local  contributions,  including 
payments  by  schoolchildren,  totaled 
$519  million.  Comparable  estimates  for 
the  1957  program  are  that  total  Federal 
contributions  will  be  $284.1  million  and 
State  and  local  contributions  will  be 
$562  million. 

COMBINED  CONSERVATION  APPROPRIATION 

As  explained  earlier,  the  committee 
has  consolidated  the  funds  for  all  of 
these  programs  into  a  single  appropria¬ 
tion  for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  It  is 
expected  that  this  action  will  result  in 
closer  coordination  among  the  soil  and 
water  conservation  activities  of  the  De¬ 
partment  and  will  provide  sufficient 
flexibility  to  make  certain  that  the  more 
valuable  portions  of  the  program  are 
properly  financed,  or  even  expanded 
where  new  districts  and  projects  are  in¬ 
volved  and  local  people  are  ready  to 
meet  their  share  of  the  cost.  This  should 
insure  maximum  advancement  and  ef¬ 
fectiveness  of  the  soil  and  water  conser¬ 
vation  efforts  of  the  Department  and 
should  result  in  economies  of  operation. 
It  should  also  result  in  the  integration 
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of  these  programs  to  the  point  where 
basic  legislation  can  be  simplified. 

The  amount  recommended  for  the 
coming  year  for  the  combined  appropri¬ 
ation  is  $535  million,  a  decrease  of  $133,- 
441,660  in  the  budget  estimates  for  1958 
for  these  programs.  The  amount  pro¬ 
posed  is  $210,268,000  above  1957  appro¬ 
priations  actually  made  to  date  for  these 
programs.  However,  when  the  $450 
million  authorized  spending  from  CCC 
for  the  1957  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  soil  bank  is  taken  into  con¬ 
sideration,  the  amount  recommended  is 
$239,732,000  below  the  rate  of  expendi¬ 
tures  authorized  for  these  purposes  dur¬ 
ing  1957. 

In  addition,  the  bill  includes  an  ad¬ 
vance  authorization  of  $250  million  for 
the  1958  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram,  which  is  the  same  amount  as  was 
authorized  for  the  1955,  1956,  and  1957 
programs.  The  bill  also  includes 
language  limiting  the  size  of  future  con¬ 
servation  reserve  programs  to  $250  mil¬ 
lion  in  any  calendar  year. 

The  committee  expects  that  increased 
emphasis  will  be  given  to  watershed  pro¬ 
jection  and  flood  prevention  projects  in 
carrying  out  the  soil  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  under  the  consolidated  appropria¬ 
tion.  In  developing  the  long-range  con¬ 
servation  programs,  it  is  imperative  that 
the  maximum  use  be  made  of  water  re¬ 
sources.  The  committee  suggests  that 
all  watershed  plans  inaugurated  under 
Public  Law  566  provide  for  maximum 
water  conservation  on  an  economically 
feasible  basis. 

To  spend  hundreds  of  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  for  the  various  phases  of  the  soil 
bank,  and  to  invest  less  than  $30  million 
a  year  in  the  permanent  type  of  conser- 
cvation  which  the  watershed  protection 
and  flood  prevention  projects  provide,  is 
extremely  shortsighted.  Some  of  these 
projects  have  been  under  construction 
since  1944  and,  at  the  present  rate  of 
progress,  many,  will  require  another  30 
to  40  years  to  complete.  It  is  estimated 
that  a  total  of  $70  million  will  have  been 
expended  on  the  11  major  watershed 
projects  as  of  next  June  30.  During  the 
past  few  years,  the  Department  has  spent 
more  than  this  amount  for  emergency 
feed  assistance  and  other  types  of  disas¬ 
ter  programs  in  the  drought  areas.  Had 
this  amount  been  spent  to  speed  up  the 
watershed  and  flood  prevention  projects, 
it  is  safe  to  assume  that  a  great  deal  of 
the  damage  could  have  been  prevented 
.  and  most  emergency  appropriations 
could  have  been  avoided.  Also,  the 
amount  spent  would  have  become  a  per¬ 
manent  investment  in  long-term  soil  and 
water  conservation,  rather  than  tem¬ 
porary  relief  of  no  permanent  value. 

The  budget  included  $5  million  for 
transfer  to  the  Forest  Service  for  the  ex¬ 
pansion  of  State  operated  tree  nurseries. 
In  view  of  the  reduction  in  the  funds  for 
the  overall  soil  and  water  conservation 
activities,  the  amount  for  this  purpose 
during  the  coming  year  will  be  small. 
The  committee  believes  that  adequate 
seedlings  should  be  available  for  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program.  However,  in 
view  of  the  slow  rate  at  which  land- 
owners  have  signed  up  and  the  fact  that 
in  many  areas  adequate  supplies  are 


available  at  reasonable  prices  from 
nurserymen,  the  committee  directs  that 
the  Department  make  a  new  survey  of 
the  need  for  such  nurseries  and  limit 
Government  support  for  growth  of  seed¬ 
lings  to  those  areas  where  local  nursery¬ 
men  cannot  meet  the  need  at  reasonable 
prices. 

The  appropriate  under  this  heading 
includes  $7,200,000  for  soil  and  water 
conservation  research  for  the  coming 
fiscal  year.  This  fund  has  been  trans¬ 
ferred  from  the  Agricultural  Research 
Service  to  this  appropriation  in  order 
that  it  may  be  considered  in  connection 
with  the  overall  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  programs  with  which  such  research 
is  identified.  As  pointed  out  earlier,  the 
need  for  this  research  becomes  increas¬ 
ingly  important  as  the  conservation  pro¬ 
grams  expand.  In  some  areas  of  the 
country  little  or  no  conservation  research 
has  been  done  to  serve  as  a  basis  for 
establishing  practices  and  regulations 
for  the  conduct  of  these  programs.  In 
other  areas  the  conservation  research 
program  is  poorly  organized  and  is  con¬ 
ducted  in  borrowed  buildings  and  with 
borrowed  facilities.  Therefore,  the  De¬ 
partment  is  urged  to  review  its  activities 
on  the  basis  of  the  new  combined  soil  and 
water  conservation  program  of  the  De¬ 
partment  and  to  establish  proper  re¬ 
search  programs  in  each  major  area  of 
the  country. 

ACREAGE  RESERVE  PROGRAM 

As  pointed  out  earlier,  the  acreage  re¬ 
serve  program  was  established  under  dire 
necessity  to  get  some  funds  in  the  hands 
of  the  farmer  last  year.  It  was  created 
to  compensate  producers  for  reducing 
their  acreages  below  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  or  base  acreages,  a  course  which 
the  Secretary  now  recognizes  will  not 
control  production.  Commodities  af¬ 
fected  are  wheat,  corn,  cotton,  rice,  most 
types  of  tobacco  and  peanuts.  Produc¬ 
ers  are  compensated  through  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  negotiable  certificates  which 
CCC  redeems  in  cash  or,  with  respect  to 
grains,  in  grains  at  a  price  which  will 
not  materially  impair  the  market  price 
for  such  grain  and  will  encourage  ac¬ 
ceptance  of  grains  in  leu  of  cash.  It  is 
now  apparent  that,  if  this  program  were 
to  be  pushed,  it  would  have  a  damaging 
effect  on  local  business. 

The  Soil  Bank  Act  authorized  an  an¬ 
nual  acreage  reserve  program  of  $750 
million,  to  be  financed  from  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  capital  funds  on  a 
reimburseable  basis  for  the  first  year. 
The  basic  act  provided  further  that,  be¬ 
ginning  with  the  1958  fiscal  year,  the 
program  should  be  financed  through 
regular  annual  appropriations.  The  ap¬ 
propriation  included  in  the  bill  for  1958, 
which  is  the  first  one  considered  by 
Congress  for  this  purpose,  is  $600  million 
This  is  a  decrease  of  $101,173,340  in  the 
budget  estimate,  and  a  decrease  of  $150 
million  below  the  program  authorized 
for  1957. 

As  discussed  earlier  in  this  report,  the 
majority  of  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  have  serious  doubts  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  will  reach  its  basic  objective  of 
reducing  production — and  would  ques¬ 
tion  it  further  if  it  did.  Department  of 
Agriculture  statistics  on  the  1956  pro¬ 


gram  indicate  that  production  was  high¬ 
er  for  most  crops  in  1956  than  for  earlier 
years,  due  to  increased  yields  on  acre¬ 
age  continued  in  production  and  the  re¬ 
tirement  of  unproductive  and  drought- 
stricken  land.  While  it  is  still  too  early 
to  have  firm  figures  for  the  1957  pro¬ 
gram,  present  indications  are  that  total 
production  will  not  be  reduced  mate¬ 
rially — despite  the  expenditure  of  large 
sums  under  this  program  in  1957. 

The  committee  made  a  full  field  inves¬ 
tigation  of  this  problem  early  this  year. 
The  findings  of  that  investigation,  which 
are  printed  in  complete  detail  in  part  6 
of  the  hearings  on  the  1958  budget,  reveal 
many  undesirable  aspects  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  and  many  instances  of  abuses 
which  will  have  a  very  detrimental  effect 
on  agriculture  in  the  future.  Instances 
are  cited  and  others  have  later  appeared 
where  the  amount  of  rental  paid  to  re¬ 
move  land  from  production  exceeds  the 
total  value  of  the  land.  Instances  are 
also  reported  where  land  removed  from 
production  from  one  crop,  for  which 
Federal  payment  is  made,  has  been  put 
into  other  crops,  thereby  creating  double 
income  on  such  land.  Numerous  in¬ 
stances  have  also  been  reported  where 
nonfarm  people  have  invested  in  land 
with  the  expectation  that  acreage  reserve 
payments  from  the  Government  will 
more  than  repay  their  full  investment  in 
a  few  years.  Also,  some  cases  have  been 
cited  where  individuals  have  leased  land 
from  the  Federal  Government  and  have 
placed  it  in  the  acreage  reserve  program 
at  rates  higher  than  those  paid  under  the 
original  lease. 

Some  members  of  the  committee  feel 
that  the  program  should  be  discontinued 
immediately,  on  the  basis  that  it  is 
pointed  in  the  wrong  direction.  Othei's 
feel  that  it  should  be  eliminated  grad¬ 
ually  in  the  next  few  yeai’S.  Since  it  is 
felt  that  complete  elimination  is  a  major 
policy  decision  which  should  be  handled 
through  regular  legislative  channels,  the 
committee  has  moved  in  the  direction  of 
gradual  elimination  of  the  program  by 
reducing  the  appropriation  for  1958  to 
$600  million  and  by  reducing  the  size  of 
the  next  year’s  program  to  $500  million. 

There  are  two  reasons  why  the  acreage 
reserve  program  has  failed  to  curtail  pro¬ 
duction  by  any  significant  amount.  One 
is  that  the  farmer  has  rented  the  poorer 
part  of  his  land  to  the  Government  and, 
thereby,  has  not  taken  out  of  production 
land  with  average  production.  The 
other  is  that  the  farmer  has  increased 
his  per-acre  yields  on  the  land  not  placed 
in  the  acreage  reserve,  to  offset  the  loss 
of  production  on  the  land  taken  out  of 
use.  If  it  is  desirable  to  reduce  produc¬ 
tion  through  a  program  of  this  type,  and 
if  large  sums  are  to  be  expended  for  this 
purpose,  the  committee  feels  that  regula¬ 
tions  must  be  adopted  which  will  make 
certain  that  land  with  average  produc¬ 
tivity  is  placed  in  the  acreage  reserve. 
It  might  be  advisable  to  require  that,  to 
be  eligible  for  acreage  reserve  payments, 
the  farmer  should  reduce  his  production 
by  the  percentage  that  the  rented  acres 
have  to  the  total  acreage  on  the  farm. 

In  any  event,  this  program  will  always 
be  considered  by  the  87  percent  of  non¬ 
farmers  as  a  means  of  giving  the  farmer 
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something  for  nothing.  In  the  opinion 
of  a  majority  of  the  committee  it  should 
be  curtailed  for  that  reason,  if  for  no 
other.  As  stated  earlier,  the  principal 
justification  for  this  program  is  to  restore 
to  the  farmer  some  of  the  income  he  has 
lost  through  reduced  prices  and  acreage. 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION’ 

A  total  of  $1,239,788,671  is  included  in 
the  bill  for  restoration  of  capital  impair¬ 
ment  of  the  Corporation  through  June 
30,  1956.  A  breakdown  of  this  amount  is 


as  follows: 

Price  support  program:  ( Thousands ) 

Basic  commodities _  $305,  986 

Mandatory  nonbasic  commodi¬ 
ties _ -  457,  340 

Other  nonbasic  comodities -  211,607 


Total  price  support  program —  974,  933 

Commodity  export  program -  69,  576 

Interest,  administrative,  and  other 

(net) _  195,  280 


Total  realized  losses _  1,  239,  789 


It  is  interesting  to  note  that  only  25 
percent  of  this  amount  represents  price- 
support  losses  on  basic  commodities. 
Most  of  the  balance  is  involved  in  non¬ 
basics. 

A  further  breakdown  of  this  amount  is 
as  follows: 

( Thousands ) 


Loss  on  commodity  transactions..  $611,  854 

Storage  and  handling  charges _  281,  173 

Transportation  and  related  costs.  151,  801 
Administrative  and  related  ex¬ 
penses  _  36, 585 

Interest  expense _  158,  376 


Total  realized  losses _  1,  239,  789 


These  figures  show  that  only  half  of 
the  amount  is  due  to  commodity  losses. 
The  remaining  half  is  involved  in  storage 
and  handling,  transportation,  adminis¬ 
trative  and  interest  costs. 

If  competitive  sales  had  been  the  policy 
for  the  last  4  years,  a  large  portion  of  the 
interest,  storage,  and  handling  charges  of 
over  $1  billion  could  have  been  saved. 
Further,  had  the  United  States  stayed  in 
world  market  on  a  competitive  basis  dur¬ 
ing  this  period,  the  rapid  accumulation 
of  CCC  stocks  could  have  been  averted 
and  the  large  reduction  in  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  could  have  been  avoided.  Also,  it 
is  entirely  possible  that  the  need  for  the 
soil  bank  program  would  not  have  devel¬ 
oped.  This  would  have  saved  several 
billions  of  dollars  additional  to  the 
taxpayer. 

At  the  continued  urging  of  this  com¬ 
mittee,  and  after  the  establishment  of  an 
effective  sales  organization  for  the  Cor¬ 
poration  in  the  1956  Appropriation  Act, 
the  Department  has  been  selling  United 
States  agricultural  commodities  in  for¬ 
eign  trade  for  dollars  on  a  satisfactory 
basis.  Since  the  Department  started  to 
sell  commodities  competitively,  dollars 
sales  have  totaled  $1.8  billion.  Last  year 
approximately  7  million  bales  of  cotton 
were  sold,  and  the  stocks  of  many  other 
commodities  were  reduced  substantially. 

In  connection  with  the  sales  of  cotton, 
large  sums  were  rebated  to  the  pur¬ 
chasers  based  on  Government  reclassing 
of  the  cotton  after  it  had  been  sold. 
Information  furnished  the  committee  in¬ 
dicates  that  some  $46  million  was  paid 


out  in  this  manner,  better  than  half  of 
which  went  to  six  of  the  largest  interna¬ 
tional  cotton  traders.  This  situation 
results  either  from  poor  initial  classing  or 
substantial  deterioration  during  the  pe¬ 
riod  the  cotton  was  held  off  world  mar¬ 
kets.  It  is  hard  for  the  committee  to 
understand,  however,  how  either  of  these 
factors  could  develop  to  such  an  extent. 
There  appears  to  be  no  evidence  of  col¬ 
lusion,  though  in  some  cases  the  same 
persons  performed  both  classing  opera¬ 
tions — when  it  was  taken  over  by  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  and  when  it 
was 'sold  to  the  private  purchaser.  It 
would  appear  that  the  same  judgment 
would  be  applied  on  both  occasions. 
Further,  reports  reaching  the  committee 
indicate  that  much  of  this  cotton  was 
sold  in  world  trade  at  the  original  or  a 
higher  grade  comparatively,  even  though 
these  large  rebates  were  paid  presumably 
for  deterioration  of  the  cotton  while  in 
storage.  In  view  of  these  findings,  the 
committee  recommends  that  Department 
officials  adopt  a  regulation  which  would 
deny  reclassification  unless  there  was  a 
certification  from  the  purchaser  that 
the  cotton  had  been  or  would  be  offered 
in  world  trade  at  the  same  or  equivalent 
grade  and  class  as  that  at  which  it  was 
reclassed  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration.  In  the  absence  of  such  action, 
the  cotton  should  be  sampled  on  request 
in  advance  of  sale  without  reclassing 
rights. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  not  an  easy  time 
for  the  American  farmer,  as  the  Con¬ 
gress  comes  to  consider  the  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  for  the  next  fiscal  year.  As 
most  of  the  Members  know,  I  have  been 
a  member  of  the  committee  dealing  with 
agricultural  appropriations  for  many 
years.  Other  members  of  our  committee 
likewise  have  been  members  of  that  com¬ 
mittee  for  a  long  time. 

Times  are  serious  enough  with  the 
American  farmer,  and  I  think  it  is  time 
that  we  set  aside  many  of  our  personal 
animosities,  if  we  have  had  any,  and 
try  to  look  at  this  matter  objectively. 
Last  fall’s  election  is  over.  Now  we  are 
living  in  a  new  year  with  the  same  prob¬ 
lems.  It  is  time  that  we  put  our  heads 
together  to  recognize  the  serious  situa¬ 
tion  that  we  have,  to  study  that  situa¬ 
tion  and  determine  if  we  can  what  are 
the  causes,  and  to  go  further  and  de¬ 
termine  what  we  can  do  as  a  Congress 
to  improve  that  situation. 

Our  committee  has  devoted  much  of 
its  time  and  effort  to  develop  the  facts 
of  the  situation.  We  have  spent  many 
hours  trying  to  determine  how  it  got  that 
way  and  we  have  spent  more  time  try¬ 
ing  to  determine  the  best  way  to  bring 
about  an  improvement. 

Four  years  ago  conditions  facing  ag¬ 
riculture  were  believed  serious.  It  was 
an  issue  in  the  political  campaign  of 
1952  and  properly  so.  I  could  not  con¬ 
demn  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for 
his  feeling  that  conditions  were  not 
good.  Then,  when  he  became  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  as  was  his  right,  he  of¬ 
fered  his  solutions.  I  shall  briefly  enu¬ 
merate  them  to  you,  as  we  do  in  the  re¬ 
port. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 


May  lb 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  The  gentleman  did 
not  put  them  in  the  report,  but  does  he 
have  any  figures  as  to  what  the  situation 
was  8  years  ago? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  could  obtain  those, 
but  I  think  it  would  make  the  picture  a 
little  bit  worse  for  my  friend  from  Indi¬ 
ana.  I  thought  I  was  going  as  far  as  I 
justifiably  could  and  not  get  charged  with 
partisanship. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  would  not  want  to 
inject  any  partisanship  this  early  in  the 
debate  because  the  gentleman  is  able  and 
always  nonpartisan,  but  his  constant  ref¬ 
erence  to  4  years  seems  to  me  to  smack 
just  a  little  of  partisanship. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  should  like  to  show 
that  this  is  not  partisan  for  this  reason: 
This  report  refers  to  what  has  happened 
while  we  followed  Mr.  Benson’s  views.  I 
should  not  saddle  Mr.  Benson  with  con¬ 
ditions  that  happened  before  he  came  in. 
We  have  followed  the  Secretary’s  views 
for  4  years.  In  trying  to  point  out  what 
those  views  were,  what  he  recommended 
that  we  do,  and  what  we  did  to  carry  out 
his  recommendations,  I  respectfully  sub¬ 
mit  in  fairness  I  should  limit  it  to  the 
time  he  has  been  in  office.  He  should  not 
be  responsible  for  the  time  he  was  not 
secretary.  My  friend  would  agree  with 
that,  I  am  sure. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  The  first  2  years  of 
that  4  years  he  was  still  operating  under 
the  program  that  had  been  written  be¬ 
fore  that  time. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  true,  and  he 
had  a  Republican  Congress  and  he  could 
not  get  them  to  change  the  law  until 
after  2  years  had  passed.  The  first  2 
years  he  could  not  get  a  Republican  Con¬ 
gress  to  change  the  law.  I  am  sure  that 
by  now  some  of  my  friends  on  the  left 
wish  he  had  never  been  able  to  get  the 
law  changed. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  for  one  further  observation,  the 
second  2  years  of  the  4  years  Jie  had  a 
Democrat  Congress  and  under  that  Con¬ 
gress  he  was  operating  in  conjunction 
with  the  Democratic  Congress. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Yes.  I  will  say  for 
that  Democratic  Congress  that  I  have 
to  take  part  of  the  responsibility.  I 
was  chairman  of  this  Subcommittee  on 
Agricultural  Appropriations  for  that  last 
2  years,  and  against  my  best  judgment 
I  decided  to  give  the  man  his  chance. 
I  went  along  with  his  request  for  ap¬ 
propriations  to  strengthen  the  things 
that  he  said  would  cure  what  I  had  every 
reason  to  believe  it  would  not.  But  I 
thought  it  well  to  give  him  his  oppor¬ 
tunity.  I  trust  that  the  legislative  com¬ 
mittee  was  just  as  fair  in  trying  to  give 
every  man  his  right  to  a  trial  run.  We 
did  pass  the  law.  I  regret  it,  myself, 
except  that  it  may  lead  to  a  serious  study 
of  where  the  real  defect  lies. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Does  the  gentleman 
mean  to  leave  the  impression  with  the 
House  that  we  have  ever  really  given  the 
soil-bank  plan  an  opportunity  to  func- 
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tion?  The  gentleman  knows  we  have 
not,  and  so  do  I. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  No;  I  do  not  think 
it  has  had  time,  except  when  you  in¬ 
vestigate  it  you  find  out  that  it  pays 
people  not  to  plant  ground  that  would 
not  germinate  seed.  When  you  investi¬ 
gate  the  operations  in  two -thirds  of  a 
year  you  find  that  farmers  are  paid 
more  money  not  to  plant  the  land  than 
the  land  is  worth.  When  you  investi¬ 
gate  it  you  find  in  certain  areas  the 
Government  rents  lands  to  individuals, 
Government  lands,  and  then  those  in¬ 
dividuals  turn  around  and  rent  the  land 
to  Mr.  Benson  for  more  money  than  the 
Government  was  charging  in  rent,  and 
pick  up  the  difference.  When  you  find 
the  many  other  things  that  our  investi¬ 
gators’  report  shows,  there  are  just  some 
things  that  you  do  not  need  3  years  to 
find  out  it  is  an  unsound  approach. 

I  say  that  to  my  friend  advisedly. 
Further,  I  would  say  that  the  records  in 
the  Department  show  that,  as  you  cur¬ 
tail  acreage  and  reduce  acreage,  pro¬ 
duction  increases  per  acre,  and  the  total 
production  increases.  But,  as  you  limit 
the  farmer’s  acreage,  he  increases  fertili¬ 
zer  and  irrigation,  he  buys  the  best  seed, 
and  uses  everything  to  increase  his  pro¬ 
duction  per  acre.  Then  as  the  produc¬ 
tion  per  acre  is  increased,  he  reduces 
acreage  under  the  basic  law,  and  it  is 
curtailed  next  year.  That,  in  turn, 
leaves  still  more  acreage  for  nonbasic 
crops  and  that  increases  the  total  Amer¬ 
ican  production.  The  acreage  x-eserve 
pai*t  of  the  soil-bank  program  would  go 
down  the  same  road  of  paying  the  farm¬ 
er  to  take  out  acres  and  leave  him  where 
he  could  take  the  money  the  Government 
paid  him  and  buy  irrigation  equipment 
or  buy  moi-e  fertilizer  and  increase  his 
production  from  the  acres  that  he  had 
remaining.  No,  my  friends,  the  only 
justification  for  the  acreage  reserve,  in 
my  hxxmble  judgment,  was  to  get  some 
money  in  the  hands  of  the  farmei’s  just 
before  the  election  last  fall  to  make  up 
what  the  farmer  had  lost  in  farm  in¬ 
come.  Now,  we  may  differ  as  to  why 
the  farmer  lost  his  income,  but  if  you 
will  read  the  debate  and  the  Record,  and 
if  you  will  see  how  the  money  was 
handled  by  the  Department  under  the 
law,  the  only  remaining  basis  for  the 
acreage  reseiwe  part  of  it,  in  my  humble 
opinion,  was  a  case  of  trying  to  get  some 
money  in  the  hands  of  the  farmer  just 
before  he  voted  in  November  1956.  And, 
I  stand  on  that  statement. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Now  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  made  what  he  considers  to  be  a 
completely  nonpolitical  statement,  let 
us  get  along  to  the  soil-bank  plan  and 
the  possibilities  involved  therein.  In 
March  of  this  year,  this  House  refused, 
and  completely  in  error  in  my  opinion, 
the  opportunity  to  permit  to  go  into 
effect  the  soil-bank  plan  for  corn  for 
1957  under  an  increased  base-acreage 
plan.  You  cannot  tell  me — and  I  think  I 
know  something  about  the  coi’n  situa¬ 
tion — that  had  the  soil-bank  plan  been 
effective  for  the  crop  year  1957  where  the 


farmer  preparatoi*y  to  going  into  the 
field  under  this  corn-acreage  program 
would  have  substantially,  very  substan¬ 
tially,  reduced  his  corn  acreage,  which 
would  have  ultimately  brought  about  the 
very  condition  tha;  we  want — at  least  as 
far  as  the  commodity  of  corn  is  con¬ 
cerned  wherein  we  would  have  begun  to 
solve  the  problem. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Let  me  say  this:  If 
the  corn  bill  sponsored  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  had  become  law  it  definitely 
would  help  the  farmers  in  the  corn  area 
for  1  year.  What  it  did  was  to  give  the 
farmers  in  the  commercial  corn  area 
about  IV2  million  acres  of  corn  at  a  high 
support  level.  In  addition,  it  would  have 
given  the  same  farmers  $225  million  in 
cash.  If  we,  who  represent  the  fai'm 
areas  do  not  wake  up  and  realize  that  we 
are  ruining  the  farmers  by  giving  them 
money  for  nothing  and  making  him 
dependent  upon  the  type  of  corn  bill 
that  the  gentleman  is  in  favor  of.  It 
would  have  helped  him  for  1  year,  be¬ 
cause  he  would  get  7  V2  million  acres  or 
more  at  a  high  support  level.  But,  in 
addition,  the  Congi-ess  would  have  given 
him  $225  million  in  cash.  It  is  unsoxxnd, 
and  it  is  unsound  for  the  corn  farmer 
or  any  other  farmer. 

I  stand  for  farm  programs  that  are 
sound.  I  want  farm  programs  to  help 
the  farmers  to  help  themselves  down 
through  the  years  and  I  am  not  in  favor 
of  a  farm  program  that  will  be  a  handout 
to  the  farmer  in  an  election  year,  an  off 
year,  or  any  other  year.  Every  time  we 
have  left  the  farmers  dependent  upon  an 
annual  handout  by  the  Congress,  we  have 
hurt  his  standing  with  the  rest  of  the 
American  people  and  we  have  not  solved 
his  problem.  I  will  say  this  to  m>  friend, 
if  you  had  gotten  your  coi-n  bill,  I  would 
have  been  opposed  to  the  same  thing  for 
the  cotton  farmer  in  my  area  or  for 
beef  or  for  any  other  kind  of  program 
of  having  any  restriction  on  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  other  feed  grains.  The  total 
production  of  feed  in  this  country  would 
have  been  greatly  increased.  That  is  one 
of  the  fallacies,  as  I  see  it,  in  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  program. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TABER.  I  am  wondering  what 
the  gentleman  would  propose  that  we 
do  about  fai'm  legislation.  It  seems  to 
me  that  this  idea  of  trying  to  fasten  the 
blame  on  somebody  is  a  sort  of  fishing- 
excursion,  but  it  does  not  get  us  any¬ 
where.  I  wonder  what  the  gentleman 
would  suggest  that  we  ought  to  do. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  gentleman 
should  read  my  repoi't.  I  do  not  plan 
to  be  led  off  of  my  individual  answers 
to  it. 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  would  like  to  say  to 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Arends]  that  he  seems  to  be  unaware  of 
the  fact  that  the  soil  bank  for  coi’n  has 
been  and  is  now  in  operation,  and  under 
the  program  now  in  operation  more 
than  4  V2  million  acres  of  corn  has  gone 
into  the  soil  bank.  The  bill  that  the 
gentleman  complains  about  having  been 


defeated  was  nothing  more  nor  less  than 
a  bill  to  increase  the  acreage  of  corn 
from  3714  million  to  51  million  acres, 
and  it  did  not  even  contemplate  an  over¬ 
all  reduction  in  the  production  of  com. 
Last  year  we  paid  $179  million  to  the 
growers  in  the  commercial  area  and 
ended  up  with  an  increase  in  the  overall 
production  of  corn.  What  we  com¬ 
plained  about  was  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  was  unwilling  to  deal  with 
corn  on  a  nationwide  basis,  and  disi'e- 
gard  the  commercial  area  and  pei-mit 
the  law  to  function  in  the  noncom¬ 
mercial  ai’ea. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chaiiman,  would 
the  gentleman  care  to  yield  to  me  now 
or  later? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  think  I  had  better 
proceed  at  this  time. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  have  a  good  answer 
for  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
LMr.  Cooley],  but  I  will  put  it  in  the 
Record  a  little  later. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  think  it  is  time  we 
began  to  make  some  changes,  as  I  see  it. 
I  believe  it  is  time  we  quit  blindly  being 
opposed  to  present  policies  because  your 
Secretary  happens  to  be  there.  On  the 
other  hand,  it  is  time  that  those  on  my 
left  quit  blindly  supporting  bills  with¬ 
out  looking  at  the  facts. 

I  would  say  to  my  friends  on  the  left, 
you  have  mimeographed  copies  of  a  letter 
that  the  Secretary  sent  down  to  me  this 
morning,  taking  exception  to  some  parts 
of  the  report.  Read  it  and  you  will  find 
he  is  agreeing  with  a  lot  of  the  other 
parts  of  it. 

Do  not  defend  him  beyond  the  point 
where  he  would  defend  himself.  If  you 
will  read  my  report,  he  has  said  that  he 
has  learned  that  controlling  production 
is  not  the  answer;  and  yet,  the  soil  bank 
is  offered  on  the  basis  that  controlling 
production  is  the  answer. 

Then  he  points  out  that  after  4  years 
of  price  and  acreage  control,  after  great 
increases  in  research  and  extension,  the 
fai’mei'S  had  their  greatest  production 
from  the  smallest  acreage  in  20  years. 

Not  only  that,  he  says  further  that  we 
need  some  changes  made.  If  he  has 
gotten  around  to  that  point,  I  would  cer¬ 
tainly  deploi'e  to  see  my  friends  on  my 
left  stick  to  their  guns  in  view  of  the 
record  which  the  Department  has  made. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DIXON.  With  regard  to  the  state¬ 
ment  with  regard  to  research  being  one 
of  the  permanent  solutions  of  our  prob¬ 
lem,  the  gentleman  is  aware,  I  am  sure, 
that  we  have  two  kinds  of  research:  We 
have  production  research  which  possi¬ 
bly  has  brought  about  much  of  our  sur¬ 
pluses  ;  then  we  also  have  utilization  and 
marketing  research  which  definitely  is 
one  of  the  answers  to  disposing  of  more 
agricultural  commodities. 

The  gentleman  is  aware,  is  he  not,  that 
the  President’s  Commission  on  Utiliza¬ 
tion  Research  has  made  recommenda¬ 
tions?  We  need  to  stress  that. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  have  lived  with  this 
thing  for  about  12  years.  I  will  say  that 
perhaps  there  are  things  that  need  more 
research,  but  cei'tainly  l'esearch  has  re- 
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suited  in  greater  production  from  less 
acreage. 

I  would  like  to  direct  the  gentleman’s 
attention  to  our  report  on  the  Advisory 
Committee  on  Research.  For  10  years 
now  these  advisory  committees  have 
devoted  their  efforts  toward  proposing 
and  selling  new  research  with  new  peo¬ 
ple,  and  none  of  their  time  has  been  spent 
reviewing  how  the  hundred  or  so  million 
dollars  that  we  have  been  spending  was 
being  used. 

May  I  say  to  the  gentleman  that  much 
of  what  is  suggested  in  the  recent  report 
of  the  Commission  is  already  being  done 
by  the  Department,  and  the  report  does 
not  even  show  any  awareness  that  they 
knew  it  was  being  done. 

In  the  matter  of  farm  income  we  ought 
to  have  some  new  approaches.  I  say  to 
you  the  trouble  4  years  ago  was  that 
farm  income  was  down.  The  trouble  to¬ 
day  is  that  farm  income  is  down  worse. 

The  farmer’s  income  is  volume  times 
price  less  cost.  You  can  have  all  the  re¬ 
search  in  the  world,  all  the  county  agents 
in  the  world,  all  the  Secretaries  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  and  all  the  Congressmen,  and  if 
the  farmex-’s  volume  times  his  price  less 
his  cost  does  not  leave  him  any  money, 
he  is  going  to  be  against  your  sending 
him  some  more  agricultural  representa¬ 
tives  to  call  on  him  and  tell  him  what  he 
ought  to  do. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DIXON.  The  gentleman  would 
not  oppose  research  which  would  result 
in  making  rubber  out  of  wheat  and 
thereby  consume  great  quantities  of  an 
agricultural  commodity.  The  gentleman 
would  not  oppose  the  research  that  is 
now  going  on  in  Philadelphia  where  they 
have  used  animal  fats.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  know  that  the  animal  fats  market 
has  been  stolen  by  the  detergents  and 
stolen  through  other  ways?  Now  re¬ 
search  is  needed  in  the  matter  of  use  of 
animal  fats  and  establishing  a  much 
greater  market  for  them. 

The  gentleman  would  not  object  to  the 
commercial  development  of  penicillin. 
It  was  done  in  our  laboratories  there,  and 
it  is  worth  more  than  all  the  money  we 
have  spent  on  research  in  the  history  of 
the  United  States.  I  can  go  on  and 
point  out  110  other  items  where  this  re¬ 
search  definitely  shows  one  way  out  of 
our  agricultural  problem,  and  a  perma¬ 
nent  way,  not  a  stopgap  method  like 
our  support  prices. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  I  have  been  here  14  years 
as  a  member  of  this  subcommittee  and 
I  have  supported  funds  to  do  each  of  the 
things  the  gentleman  was  talking  about 
for  many  years.  The  Committee  went 
along  with  the  Secretary  to  increase 
funds  for  experimental  stations  since 
1952  by  133  percent  and  we  have  in¬ 
creased  education  56  percent.  That  is 
a  record  of  support  of  these  things. 

Let  me  say  that  research  is  sound  in 
its  own  right,  extension  is  sound  in  its 
own  right.  But,  Mr.  Chairman,  they  are 
not  any  substitute  for  farm  income. 

Let  me  point  out  another  solution  that 
was  offered.  I  refer  to  the  rural  develop¬ 
ment  program  to  help  the  low-income 


farmers.  But  let  me  describe  who  your 
low-income  farmer  is  in  the  South,  and 
this  is  true  all  over  the  country.  He  is 
the  farmer  that  4  years  ago  had  38  per¬ 
cent  more  cotton  acreage  than  he  has 
now.  The  Department  cut  that  acreage 
down.  In  the  South  that  low-income 
farmer  is  the  farmer  that  4  years  ago  re¬ 
ceived  $15  more  per  bale  for  his  cotton 
than  he  is  receiving  after  4  years  under 
the  present  administration.  His  income 
is  low,  and  anybody  shquld  realize  that 
a  38-percent  cut  in  his  acreage  and  a 
$15  cut  per  bale  of  cotton  might  have 
made  him  an  uneconomic  farmer.  It 
might  have  made  his  income  low.  If  you 
want  to  help  that  man,  help  his  income. 

What  did  the  Department  do?  What 
did  we  do?  The  "Department  recom¬ 
mends  with  a  lot  of  fanfare  that  was 
abroad  all  over  the  country  rural  de¬ 
velopment.  We  are  going  to  throw  all 
the  king’s  horses  and  all  the  king’s  men 
behind  him  to  help  this  low-income 
farmer. 

Now,  we  had  the  following  facts  re¬ 
duced  to  print  from  the  Department 
records.  You  have  9  agencies  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  getting  hun¬ 
dreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  to  help  that 
poor  farmer.  You  have  6  other  Depart¬ 
ment  agencies  in  there  and,  listen  to  this: 
We  spent  over  $2  billion  in  57  counties, 
over  $36,000  per  county,  expanding  rural 
development  to  help  the  low-income 
farmer.  If  you  had  15  agricultural 
agents  come  by  your  house,  after  they 
had  cut  your  acreage  from  10  to  6  and 
cut  the  price  of  your  cotton  $15  a  bale, 
you  would  get  so  sick  and  tired  of  seeing 
agricultural  agents  that  you  would  write 
your  Congressman,  and  I  have  been  get¬ 
ting  some  of  those  letters. 

Mr.  VURSELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  VURSELL.  When  I  heard  the 
gentleman  talk  about  rural  development 
I  thought  he  said  urban  redevelopment. 
I  would  like  to  call  his  attention  to  the 
fact  that  while  we  talk  about  spending 
a  little  money  for  rural  redevelopment, 
this  House  last  week  passed  a  bill  pro¬ 
viding  for  urban  redevelopment  $150 
million  more  than  Mr.  Cole  testified  they 
wanted,  which  boasted  the  urban  de¬ 
velopment  or  renewal  of  development  up 
to  $2,350,000,000.  So  if  we  should  spend 
a  few  dollars,  one  hundred  and  ten  or  one 
hundred  and  fifteen  million  dollars  or  a 
few  million  dollars  extra  for  rural  rede¬ 
velopment,  it  would  be  a  pittance 
compared  with  the  waste  of  money  that 
this  Congress  has  put  into  the  urban 
renewal  development  program. 

Take  the  big  cities,  take  the  mayors  all 
over  the  country,  they  all  came  up  and 
asked  the  Congress  and  everybody  to 
surrender  so  that  they  could  get  their 
hands  in  the  grabbag  for  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  more,  added  to  the 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  that  they 
already  have.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  I  do  not  want  to  get  led  off  on 
what  might  be  wrong  or  good  in  other 
areas.  In  my  judgment  there  is  enough 
wrong  in  the  area  that  is  my  primary 
responsibility  that  I  am  talking  of  this 
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afternoon.  But,  it  was  not  the  total  cost. 
It  was  the  fact  that  this  cost  is  not  di¬ 
rected  toward  meeting  the  objective. 
And,  I  say  advisedly  that  of  that  many 
people,  the  $36,000  worth,  it  has  done  us 
some  good.  Some  of  these  farmers  may 
have  attractive  daughters ;  some  of  these 
agents  may  be  single  men;  it  may  lead 
to  romance:  it  may  lead  to  a  lot  of 
things.  But,  that  $36,000  per  county  in 
57  counties  is  not  going  to  put  money  in 
the  farmers’  pockets  in  the  average 
county  nor  in  that  county  to  any  great 
extent,  because  the  farm  income  is 
down,  and  that  is  the  point  I  am  address¬ 
ing  myself  to  now. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Missouri.  I  notice  in 
the  report  where  in  1957  there  would  be 
approximately  9,300  more  employees  in 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  than 
there  were  in  1956  and  that  the  1958 
estimates  want  4,656  more.  Now,  does 
the  gentleman  think  that  additional  em¬ 
ployees  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
will  make  up  that  declining  farm 
income? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Well,  I  would  direct 
the  gentleman’s  attention  to  page  2  of 
our  report  in  which  we  point  that  out, 
and  it  is  hard  to  determine  exactly  the 
number  of  employees  in  the  Department, 
because  some  of  them  are  seasonal.  We 
have  lots  of  acreage  measurements  in 
the  summer  and  other  activities  in  the 
fall  and  still  others  in  the  spring,  so  it 
is  variable.  But,  to  the  best  our  staff 
was  able  to  determine,  on  an  average  the 
Department  has  about  83,000  employees. 
And,  we  make  this  significant  state¬ 
ment:  “While  there  is  a  real  need  to 
improve  farm  conditions,  it  does  not  ap¬ 
pear  that  the  need  can  be  met  by  adding 
more  employees.” 

And,  I  should  go  ahead  and  point  out 
that  there  are  some  other  problems.  If 
you  are  going  to  continue  the  acreage 
reserve  and  the  soil  bank  operations 
with  this  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars 
in  it,  somebody  is  going  to  have  to  ride 
herd  on  it.  Certainly  somebody  should 
have  been  riding  herd  on  it  last  fall 
when  this  occurrence  happened  that  I 
have  just  described  to  you.  Not  only 
that,  but  we  have  increased  the  number 
of  soil  conservation  districts.  We  have 
certain  other  activities.  So  I  say  there 
are  other  problems. 

But  I  am  leading  up  to  this:  That  by 
rule  of  thumb  what  your  committee  did 
was  to  say  that  the  situation  is  serious. 
“We  have  had  4  years  of  following  your 
views,  Mr.  Benson.  It  is  time  that  you 
and  us  got  together  on  these  things.  It 
is  time  you  recognized  the  result  of  your 
own  policy  that  we  were  good  enough  to 
give  you  a  trial  run  on.”  Then  we  said — 
and'  I  believe  it  is  sound  in  these  times 
and  circumstances — “Knowing  that  your 
problems  are  great,  having  83,000  em¬ 
ployees,  we  think,  if  we  give  you  next 
year  the  same  amount  of  money  that 
you  had  this  year,  you  ought  to  feel 
pretty  good.”  By  rule  of  thumb,  we 
have  eliminated  the  increased  amounts 
in  the  budget.  Then  when  it  comes  to 
the  soil  bank,  we  have  tried  to  go  along 
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with  every  dollar  that  the  Secretary 
thought  he  could  use  in  the  coming 
fiscal  year. 

Now,  you  doubtless  will  be  told  that 
they  have  commitments,  and  some  of 
you  may  get  messages  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  to  this  extent,  that  they  have  $615 
million  signed  up  in  acreage  reserve.  It 
is  our  information  that  they  will  not  have 
that  much  due  in  the  next  fiscal  year, 
and  therefore  the  $600  million  which  we 
have  is  enough  to  carry  out  all  contracts, 
in  our  judgment.  I  would  say,  as  laxly 
as  this  program  was  handled  last  year, 
under  a  lax  law  by  the  administration, 
under  pressure  just  before  the  November 
election,  they  could  have  had  a  little  bit 
of  a  tiedown  and  holdback  last  year,  and 
it  might  have  resulted  to  the  best  in¬ 
terests  of  the  taxpayer,  the  Government, 
the  Department,  and  the  farmer. 

This  thing  of  paying  a  man  more  than 
his  land  is  worth  not  to  farm  that  land, 
not  to  grow  anything ;  this  thing  of  pay¬ 
ing  a  farmer  soil-bank  payments  for  land 
that  he  in  turn  was  renting  from  the 
Government  and  letting  him  pick  up 
the  difference — certainly  we  have  had. 
enough  of  these  things  and  this  program 
of  how  much  money  to  give  somebody 
in  that  kind  of  a  program.  We  have 
tried  to  squeeze  that  out. 

Of  course,  I  would  say  this :  That  as  to 
any  contract  the  Government  has  en¬ 
tered  into  we  have  got  to  pay  that.  The 
figures  in  this  bill  represent  our  idea  of 
the  acreage.  As  to  the  increasing  needs 
that  you  have  in  watersheds  and  things 
of  that  sort,  with  the  floods  we  have  had, 
we  have  felt  that  by  grouping  all  of  the 
soil- conservation  activities  we  could  meet 
those  increased  needs  as  spelled  out  in 
the  budget.  But  by  putting  the  admin¬ 
istrative  people  together  we  could  do  the 
same  job  better  and  do  it  cheaper  than 
we  could  if  we  had  3  or  4  crowds  of  peo¬ 
ple  handling  virtually  the  same  things 
in  pretty  much  the  same  areas. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  We  are  pretty  much 
talking  about  water  over  the  dam. 
What  I  should  like  the  gentleman  to 
do  before  his  time  expires  is  to  tell  us 
what  he  thinks  we  should  do  for  the 
future  with  respect  to  an  agricultural 
program.  What  can  we  do  as  to  a  long- 
range  plan,  starting  with  our  legislative 
committee  to  solve  some  of  these  prob¬ 
lems?  What  should  we  do?  I  hope  the 
gentleman  will  discuss  that  some  before 
he  leaves  the  floor. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
hope  the  gentleman  will  read  my  re¬ 
port. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  have. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Because  I  do  address 
myself  in  the  report  to  that  subject. 
I  speak  as  an  individual. 

But  let  me  say  that  there  is  no  easy 
solution  to  a  problem.  At  least,  I  have 
never  found  one.  Let  us  remember  that 
there  have  been  14  freight  rate  increases 
since  World  War  II.  There  has  been 
an  increase  in  wages  to  a  dollar  an  hour, 
by  law.  There  is  the  matter  of  bargain¬ 
ing  rights  of  labor  unions.  There  is 
the  matter  of  the  Federal  Government 


increasing  purchasing  by  spending  $80 
billions  with  50  corporations  for  military 
expenditures  in  the  last  5  years  alone. 
Those  are  things  that  we  have  done  by 
law  that  increase  cost  to  the  farmer. 
With  all  those'  things  I  do  not  know  that 
there  is  any  easy  solution. 

But  the  records  show  that  if  you  want 
to  produce  income,  you  have  got  to  give 
attention  to  three  basic  things.  Income, 
again,  is  the  volume  that  the  farmer  pro¬ 
duces  times  the  price  he  gets,  less  his 
cost.  I  would  hope  in  some  way  to  hold 
costs  down.  I  am  sure  many  of  the 
Members  feel  the  same  way.  It  is  my 
observation,  after  15  years  of  experience 
with  this,  that  if  you  held  costs  steady, 
you  would  have  to  be  lucky.  If  you  are 
able  to  hold  costs  on  an  even  keel,  you 
will  be  fortunate.  But  let  us  say  we  are 
fortunate  and  we  hold  costs  on  an  even 
keel.  You  want  to  help  farm  income. 
That  leave  two  things  to  work  on  his  vol¬ 
ume  and  his  price.  That  is  just  as  sim¬ 
ple  as  crossroads  store  costs. 

Therefore,  personally,  I  would  quit 
trying  to  control  world  production  by 
cutting  down  the  American  farmer,  be¬ 
cause  the  record  shows  that  every  time 
you  cut  down  his  production,  that  pro¬ 
duction  just  moves  overseas. 

I  would  quit  trying  to  control  Ameri¬ 
can  production  by  acreage,  because  as 
you  cut  a  man’s  number  of  acres,  he 
buys  irrigation  machinery,  he  buys  the 
finest  fertilizer  he  can  get,  he  demands 
that  Congress  increase  research  so  he  can 
get  better  seed,  so  that  he  can  defeat  the 
acreage  limitation. 

The  records  'prove  what  I  am  telling 
you  is  so.  So  I  would  quit  that.  In  other 
words,  I  would  feel  that  I  had  to  give 
the  farmer  protection  in  price.  I  would 
limit  what  quantity  the  Government 
would  protect  him  on  in  that  price. 
Then  I  would  leave  him  free  to  produce 
on  his  farm  anything  on  which  he  did 
not  get  support  from  his  Government, 
which  would  be  available  for  world  com¬ 
merce.  That  is  my  personal  belief. 

I  have  given  a  great  deal  of  thought  to 
this.  I  am  sure  Members  from  the  farm 
areas  have  done  so,  too.  It  is  the  do¬ 
mestic  allotment  plan.  It  offers  the  best 
solution  that  I  can  conceive.  But  believe 
me,  this  is  serious  enough  so  I  would 
welcome  anybody  else’s  views.  Where 
you  say  I  am  just  talking  about  what  is 
wrong,  and  I  am,  I  am  showing  that  we 
have  tried  out  the  solutions  offered  by 
the  Secretary,  and  the  income  is  down 
$2.5  billion.  The  thing  is  getting  worse 
and  worse  and  worse.  So  I  say  I  am 
willing  to  take  the  views  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois,  if  he  has  any,  or  any¬ 
body.  I  would  buy  a  pig  in  a  poke  if  it  is 
something  that  has  not  proven  to  be  bad. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  When  did  we  have  in 
our  agricultural  legislation  the  first  legis¬ 
lation  that  undertook  to  reduce  acreage 
allotments? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  is  my  recollection 
it  was  1933  or  1934,  and  I  pay  respect  to 
that  provision  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  First  of  all,  I  com¬ 
mend  the  gentleman  for  recognizing 
that  there  is  trouble  in  agriculture. 
Those  of  us  who  come  from  agricultural 
areas  know  that  to  be  true.  I  commend 
the  gentleman  for  saying  that  we  ought 


to  find  the  answer,  but  having  regard 
again  to  the  constant  repetition  of  the 
4-year  business,  I  got  here  first  in  1935 
and  I  think  almost  every  year  since  I 
have  been  voting  for  farm  legislation  and 
obviously  my  party  was  not  in  control. 
I  had  never  heard  of  Ezra  Benson  at 
that  time.  The  basic  act  under  which 
we  now  operate  is  the  1938  act.  So  do 
not  put  the  blame  on  Secretary  Benson 
for  these  acreage  controls,  because  they 
were  written  into  the  law  of  the  land  by 
Democrat  Congresses  year  after  year 
after  year,  and  he  has  had  to  live  with 
them. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  gentleman  says 
he  congratulates  me  for  recognizing  the 
farm  situation  is  bad.  I  do  not  think  I 
deserve  any  credit  for  recognizing  that. 
Then  the  gentleman  says  he  commends 
me  for  recognizing  we  need  to  do  some¬ 
thing  about  it.  I  do  not  think  I  really 
deserve  any  credit  about  that,  because 
that  is  so  apparent.  What  the  gentle¬ 
man  objects  to  is  my  offering  you  my 
solution  to  it. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  And  the  evidence 
that  I  have  as  to  the  fact  that  present 
policies  are  not  working.  Let  me  read 
the  gentleman  my  report. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  have  read  it  very 
carefully,  and  the  gentleman  has  out¬ 
lined  his  program. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  just  question 
whether  the  gentleman  read  it  care¬ 
fully.  Let  me  point  out  why.  On  page  5 
I  say  acreage  controls  are  ineffective,  so 
the  gentleman  was  not  surprised  just 
then  when  I  said  that  acreage  controls 
had  proven  ineffective. 

I  want  to  read  my  report.  I  wish  the 
gentleman’s  time  was  not  taken  up  with 
so  many  things  that  he  could  not  read  it 
closely,  because  if  he  will  read  it  he  will 
find  our  belief  expressed  the  acreage 
controls  are  ineffective. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield  for  clari¬ 
fication?  Is  the  gentleman  referring  to 
the  committee  report? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  wrote  the  report 
and  every  member  of  the  subcommittee 
read  it.  It  is  significant  that  not  a  Re¬ 
publican  on  it  filed  any  minority  views. 
I  think  that  is  significant.  The  Secre- 
tary  sent  down  his  personal  minority 
report  today,  but  it  is  significant  that 
not  a  Republican  on  the  committee  filed 
minority  views  against  it. 

I  do  want  to  say  to  my  friend  from 
Indiana  that  in  my  repoi’t  I  did  attempt 
to  be  fair  and  discuss  all  of  this  prob¬ 
lem.  On  page  5  we  said: 

Acreage  Control  Ineffective 

Part  of  the  trouble  lies  with  the  agricul¬ 
tural  laws  passed  in  1933,  which  except  as 
to  price  support  levels,  largely  govern  pres¬ 
ent  farm  programs.  At  that  time  the  United 
States  produced  such  a  large  share  of  the 
world’s  supply  of  basic  commercial  crops 
that  it  was  felt  that  regulation  of  United 
States  production  would  regulate  world  pro¬ 
duction.  At  that  time  it  was  believed  that 
cutting  United  States  acreage  would  control 
United  States  production.  Provisions  for 
such  actions  were  included  in  that  law. 
Time  and  experience  have  shown  that  these 
provisions  have  not  been  effective  since,  as 
United  States  acreage  has  been  reduced, 
world  acreage  has  increased.  Further,  as 
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United  States  acreage  has  been  reduced 
each  year,  the  American  farmer  has  in¬ 
creased  his  yield  per  acre  through  more  in¬ 
tensive  cultivation  and  increased  use  of 
machinery,  fertilizer,  and  insecticides. 

One  of  the  more  serious  aspects  of  the 
reduction  in  acreage  each  year  is  that,  as 
the  farmer  has  increased  his  production  per 
acre,  he  has  made  further  cuts  in  his  acre¬ 
age  for  the  next  year  under  the  formula 
contained  in  the  present  law,  freeing  more 
acreage  for  production  of  other  farm  crops. 
Further,  current  programs  are  encouraging 
the  farmer  to.,  exploit  his  land,  which  runs 
counter  to  the  long-range  soil  conservation 
objectives  of  the  Federal  Government. 

The  report  is  available  to  all  of  you. 
I  have  honestly  tried  to  point  out  that 
the  situation  was  bad  4  years  ago.  For 
the  past  4  years  we  have  tried  solutions 
and  the  situation  gets  worse.  I  have 
given  you  what  I  think  the  records  and 
time  prove  are  false  policies  followed  by 
the  department.  .  In  addition,  I  tried  to 
show  you  the  defects  in  the  law  which 
time  has  proven  to  exist  in  the  law,  in 
my  judgment. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  would  just  like  to 
observe  for  my  colleagues  here  that  the 
gentleman  has  departed  from  his  nor¬ 
mal  fair  attitude  when  he  said  that  I  had 
not  read  the  report.  I  will  say  this  to 
the  gentleman.  I  have  read  the  report 
and  I  can  quote  a  lot  of  it  verbatim.  The 
reason  I  asked  the  question  about  acre¬ 
age — 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  interrupt  the 
gentleman  to  say  that  if  the  gentleman 
will  read  my  remarks,  he  will  see  where 
I  said  I  regretted  he  had  not  read  the 
report  carefully. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Well,  you  finally 
amended  it  to  that  degree.  You  do  not 
have  to  know  what  you  are  talking  about 
when  you  get  up  here,  but  it  helps  once 
in  a  while.  I  read  the  report  enough  to 
be  able  to  quote  a  lot  of  it,  as  I  said. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  gentleman  said 
he  knew  from  experience  that  it  helped 
when  we  got  up  to  talk  to  have  learned 
your  subject,  and  that  it  is  better  that 
way. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  That  is  right. 

Well,  now,  may  I  say  that  I  read  this 
report.  I  resent  the  suggestion  that  I 
had  not  read  it  because  when  I  get  up 
on  the  floor  of  the  House,  generally  I 
know  something  about  what  is  before  us, 
and  when  you  recite  the  record,  you  used 
the  words  “for  4  years”  time  after  time 
after  time.  I  just  want  the  record  to 
be  clear  that  many  of  these  problems 
that  you  are  talking  about  and  the 
things  that  you  say  are  wrong  have  been 
in  the  law  for  years  and  years  and  years. 
So,  I  insist,  as  I  have  insisted  all  along 
that  Secretary  Benson  and  the  admin¬ 
istration  inherited  the  major  part  of 
this  program  and  all  of  your  talk  here 
is  not  about  the  money  appropriated  in 
your  bill,  and  referring  to  the  amounts 
appropriated  therein,  but  is  undertak¬ 
ing  to  somehow  or  other  try  to  shift  the 
blame  for  the  situation  in  which  agricul¬ 
ture  now  finds  itself. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  repeat,  and  I 
have  to  say  this  because  I  hold  my  friend 
from  Indiana  in  the  highest  regard — I 
did  say  that  I  was  sorry  he  had  not  had 


the  time  to  read  the  report  carefully. 
The  gentleman,  I  am  sure,  has  to  say 
grace  over  so  many  things. 

Mr.  WINSTEAD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WINSTEAD.  I  would  like  to  say 
this  in  behalf  of  my  colleague,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi.  The  gentle¬ 
man  has  been  fighting  these  battles  for 
a  number  of  years.  If  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  will  read  the  Record,  he 
will  see  where  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  was  critical  of  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  Brannon  under  the  Democratic 
administration.  Further,  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  did  not  go  for  Mr. 
Henry  Wallace. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  thank  my  colleague 
from  Mississippi,  who  has  always  sup¬ 
ported  sound  farm  legislation.  I  must 
say  to  my  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana,  in  view  of  his  statement  and 
I  must  say  that  I  do  not  believe  he  has 
listened  to  me  closely  either  because  I 
would  like  to  repeat  what  I  said,  which 
is  considerably  different  from  the  way 
he  took  it  and  understood  it.  The  sit¬ 
uation  in  agriculture  was  serious  4  years 
ago.  The  campaign  was  run  on  the  basis 
that  it  was  serious  in  1952.  I  know 
that  a  lot  of  folks  would  like  to  forget 
that  Mr.  Benson  has  been  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  for  the  last  4  years.  But 
he  has  been  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
for  the  past  4  years.  He  has  offered 
certain  solutions.  I  have  enumerated 
and  set  forth  these  solutions — 1,  2,  3, 
4  that  he  has  offered.  We  as  a  Demo¬ 
cratic  Congress,  did  go  along  with  him 
so  far  as  voting  for  the  money  to  im¬ 
plement  his  proposed  solutions  are  con¬ 
cerned.  What  I  am  saying  is  that  after 
4  years  of  offering  these  solutions,  the 
situation  is  worse.  Now  trying  to  be  fair, 
I  pointed  out  that  it  is  not  all  his  policy. 
I  said  the  situation  was  bad  when  he 
came  in.  I  say  that  some  of  the  defects 
come  from  the  original  law  and  that  time 
has  proven  that  those  defects  exist. 
But,  whoever  the  man  is  and  whatever 
party  he  belongs  to — you  won  the  election 
last  year  and  that  is  over  with — but  if  a 
man  has  had  his  day  and  if  his  pro¬ 
posed  solutions  do  not  work,  then  I  say 
it  is  the  better  part  of  wisdom  and  of 
valor  for  you  folks  to  find  it  out  and 
make  corrections  in  the  law  because  the 
farmers  know  what  the  situation  is  so 
far  as  their  income  is  concerned.  More 
county  agents,  with  all  due  deference 
to  the  wonderful  job  they  do,  is  not  a 
substitute  for  dollars  at  the  market 
place.  I  would  like  to  point  out  one 
other  thing.  I  am  trying  to  tell  you 
what  I  honestly  think  is  wrong. 

This  administration  and  the  Secretary 
have  said  that  what  the  farmer  needed 
was  price  at  the  market  place.  That  was 
the  justification  for  reducing  price  sup¬ 
ports.  Let  the  farmer  get  his  price  at 
the  market  place.  The  farmer  can  get 
his  price  at  the  market  place.  All  he 
has  to  do  is  to  cut  production  down  to 
the  point  of  creating  a  scarcity,  and  he 
could  get  150  percent  price  at  the  market 
place.  But  if  he  cut  production  down  to 
the  point  of  creating  scarcity  and  getting 
150  percent  of  parity,  it  would  certainly 
injure  every  consumer  in  the  United. 
States.  Not  only  that,  but  the  farmer’s 
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volume  would  be  cut  to  the  point  that  the 
low  volume  multiplied  by  150  percent  of 
parity  would  leave  the  farmer’s  income 
worse  than  ever. 

May  I  say  again,  my  solution  would 
be — and  I  speak  for  myself  only — my 
solution  would  be  to  support  the  farmer 
at  parity  on  his  share  of  the  domestic 
market,  so  that  he  could  produce  and  sell 
in  the  world  market  for  whatever  his 
product  would  bring.  The  Secretary  has 
always  had  that  right.  It  took  us  3  years 
of  urging  to  get  him  to  do  it,  and  now  he 
is  very  proud  of  it. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  have  read  your  sug¬ 
gestion  for  a  new  farm  program,  and  it 
seems  to  me  that  it  coincides  completely 
with  the  two-price  system  for  wheat  that 
a  great  many  of  us  have  been  trying  to 
get  through  for  a  long  time. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  object  is  the 
same. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  In  other  words,  it  is 
the  same  system? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  same  thing.  I 
do  not  believe  the  farmers  of  this  Nation 
can  continue  to  pay  constantly  increas¬ 
ing  costs  brought  about  by  other  laws, 
without  a  degree  of  protection  in  the 
law  itself.  That  protection  should  be 
on  his  share  of  the  domestic  market.  Do 
not  put  it  on  acres,  because  you  defeat 
yourselves  right  at  the  start. 

I  do  not  criticize  the  people  who  wrote 
the  law  in  1933.  I  want  to  address  my¬ 
self  to  one  other  statement.  I  have 
spent  a  lot  of  time  discussing  conditions 
in  agriculture.  Why?  Because  what 
you  do  in  agriculture  will  show  up  in 
appropriations.  How  well  you  handle  it 
will  show  up  in  appropriations.  Because 
United  States  production  was  held  off  of 
world  markets  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  for  as  long  as  8  years,  in 
which  time  it  deteriorated,  and  we  paid 
storage  on  it,  there  are  $500  million  in 
this  bill.  Yet  the  law  permitted  such 
sales  but  the  authority  was  not  used. 
Because  price  supports  were  reduced  the 
farmer  increased  the  volume  to  make  it 
up,  and  you  have  got  money  in  here  to 
restore  the  impairment  of  the  capital  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  Be¬ 
cause  the  Secretary  thought  that  the 
rural  development  in  57  counties  was  a 
partial  answer  to  the  farmer’s  problem, 
there  is  $2  million  in  this  bill.  Because 
the  Secretary  thought  that  research  was 
the  answer,  there  is  133  percent  more 
money  for  research  at  experiment  sta¬ 
tions  than  4  years  ago.  Because  the 
Secretary  thought  more  extension  work¬ 
ers  was  the  answer,  there  is  56  percent 
more  in  this  bill  for  extension  than  4 
years  ago.  This  is  true  though  the  bill 
is  held  down  to  the  present  year’s  oper¬ 
ation.  We  cannot  say,  with  4  years’  ex¬ 
perience,  that  we  could  go  along  with 
constantly  increasing  these  things  which 
have  not  proven  to  be  the  answer  in  4 
years.  In  this  bill  we  have  held  the 
Department  to  this  year’s  level,  by  and 
large. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 
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Mr.  TABER.  I  have  been  asked  a 
great  many  times  by  many  Members  to 
find  out  what  was  in  this  report  with 
reference  to  Soil  Conservation  Service; 
the  Great  Plains  program,  the  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program,  and  the 
conservation  reserve  soil  bank.  They 
appear  on  page  35.  I  think  the  mem¬ 
bership  should  be  told  what  is  done  for 
them  at  that  point. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  committee  con¬ 
solidated  those  various  items.  We  did  it 
for  two  reasons:  The  work  administra¬ 
tively  to  a  large  degree  is  the  same ;  that 
is  not  true  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Serv¬ 
ice,  but  in  the  other  activities  it  is  prac¬ 
tically  the  same.  We  had  40  new  soil 
conservation  districts ;  we  had  this  Great 
Plains  program,  and  we  had  thousands 
of  people,  particularly  in  the  Texas  area 
where  these  disastrous  floods  have  been 
happening  in  the  last  few  days  and  weeks 
where  the  local  people  were  ready  to  start 
with  their  share  of  money  to  expand 
work  on  watershed  protection  and  flood 
prevention. 

The  committee  felt  that  by  consolidat¬ 
ing  the  conservation  reserve  program 
with  these  other  programs — and  the  re¬ 
port  so  expressed  it — that  by  reason  of 
giving  them  this  large  amount  of  money 
now  that  the  Department  would  be  able 
from  the  total  funds  to  carry  out  the 
budgeted  amounts  for  these  programs 
where  there  wa^  an  increasing  need.  As 
I  tried  to  say  earlier,  that  is  the  one  place 
and  the  only  place  where  we  have  varied 
from  sticking  to  this  year’s  level ;  and  in 
that  instance  by  grouping  all  of  these 
together,  counting  on  the  Department 
from  the  total  fund  to  carry  out  this  in¬ 
creasing  need  and  meet  the  needs  of  this 
new  program,  at  least  to  budget  levels, 
we  were  able,  as  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  will  recall,  to  cut  the  total  some 
$133  million. 

At  the  same  time  we  expressed  the  hope 
that  by  proper  handling  in  some  of  those 
areas  where  the  needs  are  most  acute, 
where  the  threat  of  flood  is  greatest,  and 
where  the  local  people  had  waited  the 
longest  and  had  their  money  ready,  that 
the  department  might  step  up  that  work 
from  the  total  amount  available  even 
beyond  the  budget,  In  a  way  that  is  the 
course  the  committee  followed. 

Mr.  TABER.  There  is  no  definite 
figure  set. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  report  says  that 
from  the  total  amount  the  department 
should  be  able  to  carry  out  the  budgeted 
amount.  We  did  not  line  item  each  of 
these  programs  but  set  out  in  our  report 
directives  as  to  the  course  to  be  followed. 

Mr.  TABER.  Not  for  each  one  of  the 
items,  of  course. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  They  should  be  able 
to. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Does  the  gentleman 
contemplate  going  to  the  legislative 
Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House 
and  attempt  to  convince  them  of  the  idea 
that  something  should  be  done? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  This  report,  as  the 
gentleman  will  notice — may  I  say  I  have 
never  written  legislation  on  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill  yet  that  I  did  not  clear  with 
the  leadership  of  the  Agriculture  Com¬ 


mittee;  and  not  only  that  but  they  ad¬ 
vised  me  to  do  it.  Not  only  that  but  I 
have  also  maintained  in  this  committee 
that  we  were  making  a  mistake  in  this 
acreage  reserve. 

But  as  we  work  with  this  thing  on 
the  Appropriations  Committee  year  in 
and  year  out  we  see  things  that  we 
think  the  membership  both  of  the  House 
and  of  the  legislative  committee  at  least 
should  know  about,  at  least  that  they 
should  know  what  we  think  about  them, 
and  that  is  what  we  have  done  here. 

May  I  say  to  the  gentleman  that  I 
am  working  now  on  the  fourth  draft  of 
a  bill  which  I  plan  to  introduce  which 
will  go  to  the  legislative  committee  for 
whatever  it  is  worth. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  am  sorry;  I  should 
have  yielded  to  the  gentleman  earlier. 
Certainly  I  yield. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Missouri.  May  I  say 
to  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  that 
he  has  contributed  a  great  deal  of  con¬ 
structive  thinking  to  legislative  matters 
pertaining  to  agriculture  particularly. 

The  only  thing  I  disapprove  of  in  con¬ 
nection  with  this  appropriation  we  are 
being  called  upon  to  deal  with  today  is 
the  allusion  by  the  gentleman  from  In¬ 
diana  and  other  Members  on  the  floor 
that  the  expansion  of  the  soil  bank  is 
basically  the  same  agricultural  program 
that  Mr.  Benson  inherited  from  the  pre¬ 
vious  administration.  It  is  a  statistical 
fact  that  there  are  fewer  farmers  in  the 
United  States  today  than  there  were  4 
years  ago  or  even  T  years  ago,  or  even  2 
years  ago;  in  my  section  of  Missouri 
people  have  been  driven  from  the  farm 
in  droves  because  they  could  not  make 
a  living.  If  that  is  true  I  ask  why  it 
takes  10,000  more  employees  to  admin¬ 
ister  the  same  program  with  fewer  farm¬ 
ers  participating  than  it  did?  Here  we 
are  increasing  the  payroll.  It  cannot  be 
explained  by  just  saying  that  the  soil 
bank  and  new  activities  explain  it,  be¬ 
cause  I  would  call  attention  to  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  hearings  and  report  in  which 
they  state  that  there  are  some  2,200 
people  involved  in  administering  the  soil- 
bank  program. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Will  the  gentleman 
permit  me  to  interrupt  him.  It  could 
be  that  the  worst  the  situation  gets  the 
more  people  it  takes  to  explain  it. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Missouri.  To  explain 
it  but  not  to  correct  it. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  what  we  say. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Missouri.  Of  the 
4,656  new  employees  requested  by  the  De¬ 
partment,  only  600  of  them  will  be  work¬ 
ing  in  the  soil  bank  and  the  new  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  Department.  So  it  means 
4,000  additional  employees  for  old  ac¬ 
tivities  administered  to  fewer  farmers 
in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  that  our 
general  policy  has  been,  and  I  repeat  it 
again,  with  the  exception  of  consolidat¬ 
ing  the  soil  activities  so  as  to  meet  the 
increased  needs  with  regard  to  soil,  and 
I  say  this  frankly,  we  have  stuck  to  this 
year’s  level.  We  felt  that  was  fair  to 
the  Secretary,  we  felt  that  was  fair  to 
the  Department,  we  felt  that  was  fair 
to  the  taxpayer.  As  a  result  we  have  a 


reduction  of  $272  million  in  this  bill  from 
the  budget. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  has  consumed  1  hour. 

(By  unanimous  consent  (at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  Mr.  Whitten)  he  was  allowed 
to  proceed  for  5  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  COAD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  COAD.  Could  it  be  that  the  an¬ 
swer  to  the  question  asked  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Missouri  is  that  it  takes  more 
employees,  or  at  least  there  are  more 
being  requested  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  and  inasmuch  as  it  has  been 
stated  that  the  farmers  ought  to  leave 
the  farm  and  go  to  the  city  for  employ¬ 
ment,  they  are  showing  up  at  Mr.  Ben¬ 
son’s  doorstep? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  There  are  many  an¬ 
swers.  It  is  a  problem. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  I  have  listened  to 
the  gentleman  for  all  of  the  hour  he  has 
been  speaking  and  I  want  to  be  sure  I 
understand  what  he  believes  the  basic 
philosophy  ought  to  be  to  improve  the 
farm  program.  As  I  get  it,  it  is  that  we 
ought  to  guarantee  prices  and  restrict 
acreage.  Is  that  the  general  philosophy 
of  the  gentleman’s  argument? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  No;  it  is  the  oppo¬ 
site  of  that.  I  feel  that  of  necessity 
since  so  many  costs  to  the  farmer  are 
built  into  law  you  must  give  the  farmer 
protection  in  price  on  his  share  of  the 
domestic  market.  I  think  time  has 
proven  that  we  should  not  try  to  regulate 
his  production  by  acreage. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  There  should  be  no 
limitation  on  acreage? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  On  acreage.  We 
should  limit  how  much  of  his  production 
we  support. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Does  the  gentleman 
believe  there  ought  to  be  a  price  support? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  do,  and  may  I  re¬ 
peat  that  again. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  How  much  should 
that  be? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  think  he  ought  to 
have  full  parity  on  his  share  of  the  do¬ 
mestic  market. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Will  the  gentleman 
explain  clearly  what  he  means  by  his 
share  of  the  domestic  market? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  In  the  heat  of  dis¬ 
cussion  I  may  not  have  said  there  are 
some  commodities  where  it  would  be  dif¬ 
ficult  to  do.  I  will  offer  the  gentleman 
one  suggestion.  If  I  can  point  out  the 
fallacies  in  the  present  policy  and  in  the 
present  law,  I  think  I  will  have  suc¬ 
ceeded.  If  the  gentleman  offers  a  better 
answer  I  will  buy  his  in  a  minute.  But, 
in  a  nutshell,  here  is  my  point  of  view: 
You  should  issue  to  the  farmers  certifi¬ 
cates  for  their  share  of  the  domestic 
market.  You  should  see  to  it  that  the 
processor  or  the  buyer  should  have  cer¬ 
tificates  for  whatever  volume  goes 
through  his  hands.  If  he  bought  from 
the  farmer  at  the  support  price,  he  would 
thereby  get  a  certificate  for  the  farm¬ 
er’s  share  of  the  domestic  market.  If 
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he  bought  beyond  that  he  in  turn  might 
have  to  buy  certificates  from  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  which  means 
you  would  have  in  the  nature  of  a  proc¬ 
essing  tax  to  insure  the  farmer  his  fair 
return  on  his  share  of  the  domestic 
market.  That  would  doubtless  require 
a  support  program.  But  if  a  processor 
had  to  pay  for  the  certificates  or  stamps 
that  he  bought  beyond  the  domestic 
market  amount  he,  in  turn,  would  be 
compelled  to  pay  the  farmer  a  fair  price. 

In  other  words,  the  farmer  should  be 
guaranteed,  by  whatever  mechanics  you 
can  work  out,  a  fair  return  on  that  part 
of  his  production  which  is  sold  for  do¬ 
mestic  use,  and  he  should  be  turned  loose 
to  produce  for  the  world  market  what¬ 
ever  he  might  wish  to.  I  do  not  see  any 
other  solution.  In  a  nutshell,  it  is  the 
domestic  allotment  plan.  Now,  this  is 
my  view.  Other  Members  may  have  dif¬ 
ferent  views.  Let  us  not  get  away  from 
the  fact  that  present  policies  have  failed, 
according  to  the  record  and  according  to 
the  admission  from  the  Secretary  in  our 
hearings. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  This  is  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  solution,  what  he  said  here  in  the 
last  few  minutes? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  the  best  I 
can  conceive  of,  and  I  will  meet  with  the 
gentleman  as  soon  as  debate  is  over  and 
if  he  can  offer  me  a  better  one,  I  will 
buy  it.  And,  I  know  when  the  present 
one  will  not  work,  I  could  almost  buy  a 
pig  in  a  poke,  instead  of  leading  down 
the  same  road  we  are  following  which 
shows  a  drop  in  the  farmers’  income  of 
$2.5  billion  in  the  last  4  years. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  want  to  make  sure  I 
understand  the  gentleman’s  explanation 
to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  on  these 
soil  and  water  items.  As  I  understand, 
you  have  put  those  all  into  one  general 
heading. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  AVERY.  And  you  have  not  made 
line  items  of  any  program  except  the 
acreage  reserve? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  We  have  not,  except 
that  in  our  report  we  point  out  that  from 
the  total  amount  of  money  that  is  al¬ 
lotted,  ample  funds  are  provided  to  carry 
out  these  increased  needs  for  those  pro¬ 
grams  and  we  say  they  should  have 
priority. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Then  will  it  be  the  pre¬ 
rogative  of  the  Secretary  to  allocate 
funds  among  the  various  programs  to 
the  extent  that  he  deems  in  the  best 
public  interest? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  No ;  only  in  line  with 
the  report  which  says  that  from  the 
funds  he  should  be  able  to  meet  these 
increasing  needs  spelled  out  in  the 
budget. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Is  he  expected  now,  as 
soon  as  the  1958  fiscal  year  begins,  to 
allocate  those  funds  among  the  various 
programs?  I  do  not  quite  see  how  this 
is  going  to  work  unless  we  have  some 
firm  basis  to  start  from.  How  are  you 
going  to  allocate  money  among  the  var¬ 
ious  programs?  Take  the  ACP,  for  in¬ 
stance. 


Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  separate. 
There  is  $250  million  for  ACP,  and  we 
think  it  is  sufficient. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  has  again 
expired. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
be  permitted  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Now,  we  have  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  gentleman’s  problem. 
Now,  it  could  be  that  the  House  may 
change  it. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  am  trying  to  under¬ 
stand  it.  I  am  not  debating  it. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  We  have  provided  to 
meet  this  increasing  need,  and  we  did  it 
the  way  we  thought  best. 

Mr.  AVERY.  The  gentleman  referred 
back  to  this  increasing  need,  and  he  re¬ 
ferred  to  Texas,  which  we  all  under¬ 
stand.  I  presume  you  are  referring  to 
the  whole  upstream  Flood  Control  Act. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  repeat  again  that 
the  committee  report  is  a  directive  to  the 
Department  to  carry  out  these  programs, 
and  I  think  if  the  Department  listens  to 
the  committee,  it  will  be  done. 

Mr.  AVERY.  It  is  a  directive,  but 
there  is  still  some  flexibility  left  within 
the  Department,  is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Not  unless  they  wish 
to  ignore  the  directive  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  AVERY,  f  am  confused,  and  I  am 
further  confused  than  when  I  asked  the 
question.  But,  I  will  not  use  further 
time  of  the  House. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  regret  that  the 
gentleman  ends  up  in  that  position. 

Mr.  AVERY.  That  is  all  right. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  But  again  I  repeat, 
these  programs  have  increasing  and  new 
needs,  and  the  committee  recognized 
that.  We  held  everything  else  down  to 
this  year’s  level.  By  putting  those  pro¬ 
grams,  watershed  protection,  flood  pre¬ 
vention,  soil  conservation,  the  Great 
Plains  program,  together  with  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve,  we  were  able  to  cut 
down  the  total  amount  of  money  for  all  of 
them,  but  we  did  say  that  with  the 
money  we  provided  that  there  were 
ample  funds  to  carry  out  these  programs 
to  the  amount  which  the  budget  re¬ 
quested.  And,  the  Department  cannot 
misunderstand  that  directive ;  I  mean,  I 
do  not  see  how  the  Department  could. 

Mr.  BONNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  BONNER.  I  merely  want  to  con¬ 
gratulate  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
on  leading  this  splendid  debate.  This  is 
the  finest  discussion  I  have  ever  heard 
on  the  agricultural  problems  in  many, 
many  years.  I  compliment  the  gentle¬ 
man  on  his  vast  knowledge.  It  was  of 
interest  to  all  of  us. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  especially  appreci¬ 
ate  the  kind  remarks  of  my  friend  from 
North  Carolina  for  he  has  always  been 
interested  in  and  worked  for  sound  farm 
programs. 


May  lit 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  just  want  to  make 
sure  that  I  understand  a  few  things  in 
the  bill.  Now,  out  of  the  $535  million 
for  conservation  operations,  do  we  un¬ 
derstand  that  $73,149,500  is  for  soil- 
conservation  service? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Does  the  gentleman 
wish  that  amount  reduced? 

Mr.  JENSEN.  That  is,  for  the  dis¬ 
tract  programs. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  repeat  what  I 
just  said.  Is  the  gentleman  interested 
in  this  program?  And,  I  know  he  is. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  certainly  am. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  just  said  that  we 
have  provided  for  that  in  our  report. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  did  not  hear  the  gen¬ 
tleman.  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  just  said  that  to 
my  friend  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Do  we  understand 
there  is  $25.5  million  for  watershed  pro¬ 
tection? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  would  repeat  again 
what  I  just  said,  that  the  committee 
felt  there  wei-e  increasing  needs  in  these 
fields,  as  evidenced  by  the  budget.  In 
regard  to  other  items  in  the  bill,  we  cut 
them  down  to  this  year’s  level.  In  an 
effort  in  these  cases  to  let  them  expand 
to  meet  their  needs,  we  pooled  them 
into  a  total  amount  and  said  that  from 
that  fund  the  department  shall  do  these 
things.  If  the  gentleman  wants  to  offer 
amendments  to  cut  that  down,  he  may 
do  so.  But  we  have  tried  to  meet  the 
problem. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  am  certainly  not  go¬ 
ing  to  offer  amendments  to  cut  down 
these  important  functions  which  I  think 
are  very  necessary.  I  think  this  is  the 
best  money  we  spend  in  the  whole  agri¬ 
cultural  program. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  know  my  friend 
believes  that,  and  I  am  in  agreement 
that  it  is  one  of  the  most  vital  things 
in  the  bill.  But  everything  in  this  bill 
is  vital  to  some  area.  May  I  repeat  that 
the  committee  has  provided  funds  and 
said  in  the  report  that  from  the  funds 
available,  the  committee  felt  it  was  pos¬ 
sible  to  carry  out  the  budget  recommen¬ 
dations  in  these  particular  fields.  I  do 
not  know  how  you  can  make  it  any 
plainer  than  that. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Is  it  a  fact,  then,  that 
there  is  $73,149,500  in  this  bill  for  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  We  did  not  provide  a 
line  item  on  that  in  the  bill.  We  did  say 
that  with  the  total  amount  that  they 
had  there  were  funds  available  for  doing 
these  things.  That  is  all  I  can  say. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Then  the  gentleman 
cannot  say  definitely  that  there  is  $25,- 
500,000  in  the  bill  for  watershed  protec¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  that  is  what  we  did  say. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  And  $13,200,000  for 
flood  prevention? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  From  the  total  funds 
made  available  for  the  total  program. 

The  CHAIRM’AN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  has  again 
expired. 
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Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
may  be  allowed  to  proceed  for  5  minutes 
additional. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  on  page  24  of  the  report, 
in  reference  to  funds  for  the  expansion 
of  State-operated  tree  nurseries,  the 
committee  reports  that  the  amount  for 
this  purpose  during  the  coming  year  will 
be  small. 

How  much  of  this  appropriation  that 
is  included  in  this  bill  is  for  the  expan¬ 
sion  of  State-operated  tree  nurseries? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  We  did  not  put  any 
monetary  limitation  on  it.  If  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  read  further  in  the  report, 
he  will  see  what  we  said.  I  do  not  find 
the  place  at  the  moment.  We  had  a 
great  deal  of  objection  to  the  fact  that 
the  Government  was  going  out  and  try¬ 
ing  to  give  money  to  various  States  to 
produce  seedlings  where  it  was  said 
plenty  existed.  We  had  many  objec¬ 
tions  based  on  the  fact  that  in  many 
areas  of  the  country  the  local  nurseries 
had  ample  seedlings  which  they  could 
sell  at  fair  prices.  We  felt,  in  view  of 
that  showing,  that  the  Department 
should  survey  the  whole  seedling  pro¬ 
duction  program  and  limit  themselves  to 
providing  seedlings  only  in  those  areas 
where  seedlings  were  not  available  by 
private  enterprise  at  fair  prices.  That 
is  as  far  as  we  could  go.  The  gentleman 
will  find  that  in  the  report.  I  wrote  the 
paragraph  in  the  report,  and  I  know  it  is 
there. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Just  one  more  question, 
if  the  gentleman  will  yield  further.  How 
much  money  has  the  committee  allowed 
for  transfer  to  States  to  cover  their  cost 
of  production  of  tree  seedlings? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  have  just  stated 
that  we  have  not  set  any  amount.  We 
have  put  that  provision  in  the  report, 
which  the  gentleman  will  find  if  he  will 
read  the  full  report.  The  gentleman  un¬ 
derstands  we  do  not  line-item  everything 
in  the  Department.  We  never  have  and 
there  is  no  line  item  on  it.  We  just  say 
that  the  need  does  not  exist  to  this  large 
extent  that  they  first  thought  it  would. 
Therefore,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
showings  to  the  committee  were  to  the 
effect  that  in  many  areas  of  the  country 
there  were  ample  seedlings  to  meet  the 
need  available  at  fair  prices,  we  directed 
the  Department  before  carrying  this  on 
to  survey  the  problem,  limiting  Gov¬ 
ernment  support  for  growth  of  seedlings 
to  those  areas  where  local  nurerymen 
cannot  meet  the  need  at  fair  prices. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  As  I  understand  the  re¬ 
port,  there  is  $4.5  million  to  advance  to 
the  States  certain  costs  that  the  States 
could  not  meet.  How  much  of  this  item 
did  the  committee  allow? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  We  did  not  act  on  it 
as  a  separate  item. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  am  greatly  concerned 
about  these  items  because  I  do  not  want 
anybody  in  the  Department  to  go  play¬ 
ing  around  with  soil-conservation  funds, 
which  we  all  know  are  very  important. 


and  transfer  them  possibly  to  some  other 
department.  Would  it  be  possible  for 
them  to  do  that? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  What  we  did  here,  if 
I  may  say  to  the  gentleman,  was  to  help 
the  cause  that  he  espouses,  and  certainly 
not  hurt  it.  I  think  they  are  much  better 
off  under  what  we  did  than  they  would 
have  been  had  we  done  it  any  other  way. 
The  gentleman  will  just  have  to  rely  on 
what  I  have  told  him.  I  told  him  why 
we  did  it,  what  we  meant,  and  what 
they  can  do  about  it. 

Let  me  read  fi’om  the  report  about  this 
nursery  issue: 

The  budget  included  $5  million  for  trans¬ 
fer  to  the  Forest  Service  for  the  expansion  of 
State  operated  tree  nurseries.  In  view  of  the 
reduction  in  the  funds  for  the  overall  soil 
and  water  conservation  activities,  the  amount 
for  this  purpose  during  the  coming  year 
will  be  small.  The  committee  believes  that 
adequate  seedlings  should  be  available  for 
the  conservation  reserve  program.  However, 
in  view  of  the  slow  rate  at  which  landowners 
have  signed  up  and  the  fact  that  in  many 
areas  adequate  supplies  are  available  at 
reasonable  prices  from  nurserymen,  the  com¬ 
mittee  directs  that  the  Department  make  a 
new  survey  of  the  need  for  such  nurseries 
and  limit  Government  support  for  growth  of 
seedlings  to  those  areas  where  local  nursery¬ 
men  cannot  meet  the  need  at  reasonable 
prices. 

I  just  do  not  know  any  more  the  com¬ 
mittee  could  do. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  I  want  to 
congratulate  the  gentleman  on  the 
splendid  statement  he  has  made.  I  know 
of  no  one  in  this  House  who  has  done 
more  and  who  has  tried  to  do  more  for 
the  farmer  than  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi.  I  understand  everybody  pn 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  knows  the  plight 
of  the  farmer,  and  I  believe  everyone 
wants  to  help  the  farmer.  I  do  not 
think  this  is  a  partisan  question. 

I  have  always  been  against  the  two- 
pi-ice  system,  but  I  think  now  it  is  the 
only  solution  we  can  have  for  the  farmer. 
I  believe  the  two-price  system  now  would 
be  the  best  thing  we  can  find  as  an 
appi'oach  to  help  the  farmer. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  thank  my  friend 
from  Georgia  who  has  himself  contrib¬ 
uted  so  much  to  agriculture. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
may  consume  and  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  revise  and  extend  my  remarks. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  from  the  observations  that  I 
have  made  during  my  19  years  in  this 
great  body  I  have  discovered  one  thing : 
Both  sides  of  this  House  are  vitally  in¬ 
terested  in  the  welfare  of  agriculture. 
Neither  side  has  a  monopoly  on  the 
feeling  that  we  should  have  as  prosper¬ 
ous  an  agricultux-e  as  possible.  The  only 
dividing  line  between  the  half  dozen  dif¬ 
ferent  segments  in  this  House  is  how  to 
reach  our  common  objective  which  is  a 
prosperous  agriculture.  It  is  from  that 
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viewpoint  that  I  approach  personally  the 
problems  dealing  with  agriculture. 

I  should  like  to  spend  a  few  minutes  in 
my  opening  remarks  today  in  appealing 
to  the  urban  Members,  the  big-city 
Members  of  the  House,  in  an  attempt  to 
show  them  where  their  interest  lies  rela¬ 
tive  to  this  appropriation  bill. 

If  I  achieve  that  purpose  in  any  small 
degree,  I  will  be  well  repaid  for  my  ef¬ 
forts.  I  do  hope  that  we  can  consider 
this  particular  appropriation  for  agri¬ 
culture  upon  its  merits  and  upon  its 
merits  alone  and  try  to  hold  down  the 
controversy  as  much  as  possible.  Let  us 
try  to  do  that.  I  believe  by  following 
such  a  course  of  action,  we  will  get  what 
we  need  in  this  great  body — a  final  ma¬ 
jority  of  opinion  as  to  wiiat  is  best  for 
agriculture.  It  was  a  disappointment  to 
me  personally  last  spring  to  see  nothing 
done  in  behalf  of  the  million  corn  farm¬ 
ers  in  our  great  Nation.  Sectional  dif¬ 
ferences  unfortunately  arose  in  the  de¬ 
bate.  That  points  up  the  fact  that  it  is 
only  by  doing  the  very  best  that  we  know 
how  that  we  can  arrive  at  a  satisfactory, 
and,  as  I  said,  a  majoi’ity  opinion  that 
will  help  us  solve  the  problems  relating 
to  the  greatest  of  our  industries  which 
to  me  is  agriculture. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  presenting  for 
consideration  of  the  House  the  agricul- 
tui'e  appropriation  bill. 

There  are  only  a  few  of  us  in  the  Con¬ 
gress  who  ai'e  actually  farmers  ourselves, 
and  the  farm  population  has  shrunk  to 
the  point  that  only  about  1  out  of  9 
of  our  people  live  on  farms  today.  We 
are  a  minority  about  whom  few  nonfarm 
people  are  seriously  concerned.  We  are 
an  abused  minority  accused  of  receiving 
many  special,  privileges  which  we  not 
only  do  not  receive  but  which,  if  we  did, 
would  still  leave  us  on  the  low  rungs 
of  the  national  economic  ladder.  We  are 
a  minority  widely  scattered  throughout 
the  land.  If  we  were  concentrated  in 
a  few  States,  I  am  sure  there  would  be 
great  clamor  to  improve  our  economic 
status,  just  as  we  have  heard  our  neigh¬ 
bors  from  New  England  speak  at  length 
about  the  difficulties  of  the  watch  and 
textile  industries.  As  it  is,  we  see  a  low- 
income  farmer  living  virtually  next  door 
to  a  high-income  factory  worker  and  we 
hear  more  complaint  about  the  “high 
cost  of  food”  than  we  do  about  the  low 
income  of  that  farmer. 

Today,  our  situation  is  compounded. 
We  are  faced  with  an  economy  wave  in 
the  Congress,  which  in  my  personal  opin¬ 
ion  is  long  overdue,  and  we  are  also 
confx-onted  with  a  greater  lack  of  public 
undei’standing  of  the  agricultural  situa¬ 
tion  than  I  can  recall  in  my  almost  19 
years  in  the  Congress. 

An  editorial  in  the  May  4  issue  of  the 
Wallace’s  Farmer,  a  Midwest  farm  pub¬ 
lication,  points  up  our  problem.  Let  me 
read  part  of  it  to  you : 

Ever  since  last  January,  when  the  new 
budget  was  unveiled,  there  has  been  an  in¬ 
creasing  outcry  against  farmers  and  farm 
programs.  This  outcry  should  have  been, 
answered,  promptly  and  sharply,  by  Secre¬ 
tary  Benson,  but  it  wasn’t. 

One  day  the  Wall  Street  Journal  suggested 
that  the  new  budget  would  be  used  to  “keep 
the  price  of  food  and  fiber  high.”  Yet  9 
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days  before,  a  House  Agriculture  Subcommit¬ 
tee  had  shown,  that  while  retil  food  costs 
were  up  16  percent  since  10  years  ago,  prices 
paid  to  farmers  had  dropped  14  percent. 

I  am  going  to  take  a  few  minutes  to 
explain  the  true  relationships  between 
this  bill  and  our  farm  people. 

The  Midland  Cooperator  in  an  edi¬ 
torial  dated  May  6  aptly  described  the 
agriculture  budget  in  the  following 
terms : 

It  covers  everything  from  money  which  is 
loaned  out — and  repaid  by  farmers  with  in¬ 
terest — to  grants  from  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  help  local  schools  and  to  feed  hot 
lunches  to  children.  There  is  little  relation¬ 
ship  between  supports  for  farmers’  income 
and  many  of  the  items  in  the  budget — ■ 
though  each  item  has  broad  public  benefits 
involved  and  benefits  farmers  as  much  as  any 
other  citizen. 

USDA  BUDGET  INCLUDES  NONFARM  PROGRAMS 

Let  us  run  quickly  through  this  bill 
and  see  how  much  of  the  proposed 
budget  is  primarily  for  the  benefit  of 
nonfarm  people. 

Take  first  the  Agricultural  Research 
Service  for  which  the  committee  recom¬ 
mends  $121,016,598.  A  major  portion  of 
that  money  will  be  devoted  to  research 
of  great  value  to  the  general  public. 
Look  at  the'  statement  by  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  on  page  380  of  our  hearings.  He 
points  out  that  insecticides  and  weed¬ 
killers  developed  by  the  Department  are 
now  used  by  most  homeowners.  Peni¬ 
cillin  and  streptomycin,  wonder  drugs 
which  have  saved  countless  lives,  came 
from  agricultural  research.  The  pro¬ 
gram  to  eradicate  brucellosis  in  dairy 
cattle  protects  the  public  from  undulant 
fever.  Development  of  mosquito  and  fly 
control  measures  protects  the  public 
from  these  pests. 

Look  at  the  item  of  $16,586,000  for 
meat  inspection.  There  is  not  a  dime’s 
worth  of  subsidy  to  farmers  in  that  pro¬ 
gram;  it  is  for  the  sole  benefit  of  con¬ 
sumers.  If  you  look  around,  you  can  find 
meat  without  that  USDA  stamp  on  it, 
but  you  as  a  consumer  want  to  see  it  on 
your  steak  or  your  roast  for  your  own 
protection.  This  is  another  consumer 
program  charged  to  the  farm  budget. 

Then  look  at  the  $29,753,708  item  for 
State  experiment  stations.  This  in¬ 
cludes  a  wide  range  of  home -economics 
research  of  value  to  every  housewife  in 
America.  You  will  find  the  results  of 
this  research  being  followed  in  home- 
economics  classes  in  every  State  in  the 
Union,  as  well  as  in  hospitals,  public  in¬ 
stitutions,  restaurants,  etc. 

EXTENSION  SERVES  GENERAL  PUBLIC 

There  is  an  item  of  $58,621,540  for  the 
Extension  Service,  and  I  would  not  be 
surprised  if  most  of  our  colleagues 
thought:  “Now  there  is  a  purely  farm 
program  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  farm 
people.”  Nothing  could  be  further  from 
the  truth.  Why,  I  understand  that  even 
the  city  of  Baltimore  has  a  home  demon¬ 
stration  agent  under  this  program  and 
that  she  is  one  of  the  busiest  women  in 
Maryland  working  with  city  housewives 
on  their  homemaking  problems.  I  have 
not  seen  any  national  statistics  on  the 
subject,  but  I  have  seen  reports  showing 
that  in  many,  many  areas  the  home 
demonstration  agents  actually  devote  a 


majority  of  their  time  to  nonfarm 
women  and  the  attendance  of  farm 
women  at  home  demonstration  meetings 
is  definitely  in  the  minority.  Valuable 
publications  on  housekeeping,  cooking, 
food  processing,  dressmaking,  and  a  host 
of  other  subjects  released  by  the  Exten¬ 
sion  Service  are  much  in  demand  in 
nonfarm  households.  Urban  residents 
all  over  the  Nation  look  to  county  agents 
for  information  on  lawn  care,  gardening, 
and  a  variety  of  services.  In  many 
county  offices  of  the  Extension  Service 
you  will  see  every  day  more  city  dwellers 
coming  in  for  advice  and  publications 
than  you  will  ever  see  of  farm  people. 

The  extension  service  is  rendering  a 
monumental  service  to  farm  people,  but 
it  is  also  rendering  a  very  large  measure 
of  service  to  nonfarm  people  and  you 
should  keep  that  in  mind  in  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  this  item  in  our  bill. 

Appropriation  of  $129,476,600  is  pro¬ 
posed  for  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service.  From  that  designation  you 
might  assume  that  here  was  another 
purely  farm  item,  but  look  closely  at  that 
figure.  A  round  $100  million  of  that  is 
for  the  school-lunch  program,  one  of  the 
most  popular  programs  ever  devised  for 
the  young  people  of  this  Nation.  The 
whole  purpose  of  that  $100  million  item 
is  to  help  provide  substantial,  well-bal¬ 
anced  school  lunches  for  our  children 
who  represent  the  future  of  this  Nation. 
Farmers  benefit  to  the  extent  that  their 
children  participate,  but  in  the  main  this 
is  another  purely  nonfarm  program. 

Look  at  the  balance  of  that  overall 
item — does  anyone  think  that  is  all  for 
the  sole  benefit  of  farmers?  It  includes 
inspection  of  food  to  assure  clean,  sound 
and  wholesome  products  for  human  con¬ 
sumption.  Do  you  think  the  USDA 
grading  or  inspection  label  op  a  can  of 
tomatoes  or  sack  of  potatoes  sells  more 
farm  output?  Not  at  all,  but  that  label 
is  there  for  the  protection  of  the  con¬ 
sumer  and  it  is  there  for  his  benefit. 
When  you  go  into  a  grocery  store  and  you 
see  a  store  layout  which  is  a  marvel  of 
efficiency,  you  see  fresh  fruits  and  vege¬ 
tables  in  farm-fresh  condition,  and  you 
see  dairy  products  displayed  under  re¬ 
frigeration,  do  you  ever  stop  to  think  that 
most  of  this  was  accomplished  by  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Service  of  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture?  Important  research,  costing  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars,  is  going  on  right  now  in 
that  Service  and  the  results  will  be  for 
the  benefit  of  food  processors,  retail 
establishments,  and  consumers. 

CONSERVATION  BENEFITS  EVERYBODY 

Then  there  is  a  fairly  large  item  of 
$535  million  for  conservation.  I  have 
made  a  number  of  speeches  on  this  sub¬ 
ject  and  I  hope  by  now  that  every  one 
of  our  colleagues  realizes  the  critical  im¬ 
portance  of  conserving  our  most  valuable 
natural  resources — soil  and  water.  Let 
me  give  you  just  one  simple  illustration. 
In  my  Congressional  District  we  have  a 
hundred  and  fifty  progressive  villages 
and  cities.  Practically  every  one  of  them 
either  has  a  water  problem  now  or  sees 
one  coming. 

Down  in  Nobles  County  we  have  the 
city  of  Worthington — the  turkey  capital 
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of  the  world.  It  is  a  beautiful  city  with 
great  processing  plants  for  the  finest  tur¬ 
keys  and  other  poultry  in  the  Nation.  It 
is  a  modern  city  of  forward-looking  peo¬ 
ple,  and  it  is  growing  so  fast  that  I  note 
great  change  every  time  I  go  home.  But 
their  one  big  problem  is  water.  There  is 
a  beautiful  lake  within  the  city  limits,  but 
silt  deposits  are  coming  into  the  lake 
faster  than  a  tremendous  dredge  working 
24  hours  a  day  can  pump  them  out.  Do 
you  know  where  that  silt  is  coming  from? 
It  is  coming  from  the  farms  in  that  little 
watershed,  and  it  is  depriving  the  city  of 
Worthington  of  a  priceless  source  of 
water  for  domestic  and  industrial  use. 
Soil  Conservation  Service  technicians 
verify  that  application  of  good  conserva¬ 
tion  practices  on  the  surrounding  farm¬ 
land  can  solve  this  problem  for  the  city. 

There  is  not  a  city  in  the  Nation 
which  does  not  have  a  present  or  poten¬ 
tial  water  problem.  The  source  of  sup¬ 
ply  is  limited.  It  falls  first  upon  the 
farm,  range,  and  woodlands  of  the  Na¬ 
tion  and  there  it  either  seeps  into  the 
ground  to  form  our  underground  sup¬ 
plies  or  it  runs  off  into  the  streams,  lakes, 
and  rivers  from  which  we7  draw  water 
to  meet  our  residential  and  industrial 
needs.  There  is  not  a  living  thing  which 
does  not  depend  upon  water  for  life,  and 
every  citizen  of  this  Nation  has  a  vital 
interest  in  the  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  work  going  forward  in  the  rural 
areas  of  our  land. 

FOOD  BEST  FOREIGN  AID 

The  remaining  large  items  in  the  bill 
are  this  $843,076,238  to  reimburse  CCC 
for  various  non-price-support  programs, 
and  the  $1,239,788,671  to  restore  the  cap¬ 
ital  impairment  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  If  anyone  thinks 
I  have  at  last  come  to  a  purely  agri¬ 
cultural  item,  let  me  quickly  disabuse 
your  mind  of  that.  Six  hundred  and 
thirty-seven  million  dollars  of  the  eight 
hundred  and  forty-three  million  dollars 
represents  shipments  of  agricultural 
commodities  to  other  nations  under  the 
Public  Law  480  program.  We  are  wisely, 
in  my  judgment,  making  our  surpluses 
available  to  hungry  people  in  other  lands. 
In  so  doing,  I  believe  we  are  making  more 
lasting  friendships  for  the  United  States 
than  with  all  the  so-called  foreign  aid  we 
could  devise.  However,  this  vast  ship¬ 
ment  of  food  to  our  friends  abroad  is  for 
the  advantage  of  all  our  people  and  the 
costs  should  not  be  properly  charged  to 
the  farm  program. 

Time  does  not  permit  a  detailed  dis¬ 
cussion  of  this  question,  Mr.  Chairman, 
nor  the  citing  of  countless  examples  of 
programs  for  the  primary  benefit  of  non¬ 
farm  people  in  this  agriculture  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  But  let  me  once  again  re¬ 
mind  my  colleagues  from  the  urban  cen¬ 
ters  of  this  Nation  that  much  of  this 
expenditure  is  in  behalf  of  their  con¬ 
stituents. 

To  summarize,  there  is  a  $100  million 
for  a  public  school  lunch  program. 
There  is  a  $16,586,000  item  for  meat  in¬ 
spection  for  the  consuming  public.  At 
least  two-thirds  of  the  money  we  are 
devoting  to  research  is  for  the  public 
good,  and  at  least  one-third  of  that  for 
conservation.  Add  to  that  almost  one- 
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third  of  the  money  for  CCC  and  you  will 
surely  see  that  this  bill  carries  funds 
just  as  vital  to  nonfarm  as  to  farm  peo¬ 
ple. 

The  headline  writers  of  the  great 
newspapers  of  our  Nation  refer  to  this 
as  the  farm  appropriation  bill,  but  I 
would  suggest  that  a  more  accurate  des¬ 
ignation  would  be  to  call  it  a  bill  to 
finance  essential  programs  and  services 
for  the  producers,  processors,  handlers, 
and  consumers  of  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties.  In  addition  to  that,  we  have  the 
services  and  facilities  for  the  manufac¬ 
turers  and  distributors  of  equipment 
and  supplies  necessary  for  farm  opera¬ 
tion. 

Let  us  look  at  this  bill  in  its  true  light, 
Mr.  Chairman.  Let  us  weigh  the  costs 
of  these  agricultural  programs  in  the 
proper  perspective  of  their  actual  value 
to  all  the  American  people.  If  we  do 
that,  then  I  am  sure  there  will  be  no 
sectional  attacks  made  on  this  bill  by 
our  colleagues  from  urban  districts. 
This  bill  is  important  to  every  citizen  in 
our  land,  and  it  is  deserving  of  objective 
consideration. 

Mr.  VORYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  VORYS.  I  want  to  congratulate 
the  gentleman  for  explaining  to  those  of 
us  who  represent  predominantly  urban 
districts  the  many  details  in  which  this 
bill  is  for  the  benefit  of  city  folks  as  well 
as  farmers.  I  want  to  say  that  I  have 
a  predominantly  urban  district,  but  I 
think  I  use  for  my  constituents  as  many 
copies  of  Family  Fare,  the  Agricultural 
Department’s  cookbook,  as  any  Member 
here  and  I  think  I  probably  distribute 
my  share  of  the  so-called  agricultural 
bulletins,  which  are  of  interest  and  of 
benefit  to  those  in  the  cities  as  well  as  in 
rural  areas. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  and  may  I  say  that 
through  the  years  I  have  observed  that 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  has  always 
been  very  broadminded  in  his  outlook 
upon  this  particular  type  of  legislation. 

Mr.  VORYS.  There  is  one  more  com¬ 
ment  I  would  like  to  make.  While  this 
so-called  Agricultural  Department  bill 
carries  benefits  for  everybody  in  the  Re¬ 
public,  and  not  merely  for  the  so-called 
farm  bloc,  yet  there  are  other  pieces  of 
legislation  that  benefit  agriculture  al¬ 
though  they  have  other  purposes.  The 
gentleman  mentioned  foreign  aid.  I 
want  to  remind  the  gentleman  and  our 
friends  from  the  farm  areas  that  the 
biggest  farm  surplus  removal  program  in 
our  history  has  been  the  $16  billion  of 
surplus  agricultural  products  distributed 
abroad  through  the  foreign-aid  program. 
It  has  had  its  benefit  in  aid  to  our  secu¬ 
rity  and  in  carrying  out  the  other  pur¬ 
poses  of  our  mutual-security  legislation. 
It  has  also  been  of  enormous  help  to  the 
American  farmer. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  his  comments. 

Mr.  CHRISTOPHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri. 
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Mr.  CHRISTOPHER.  I  want  to  com¬ 
pliment  the  gentleman  for  a  very  nice 
statement.  I  have  never  heard  a  better 
one. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  appre- 
date  thsiti 

Mr.  CHRISTOPHER.  I  wish  the  gen¬ 
tleman  would  emphasize  a  little  more 
before  he  leaves  the  floor  the  fact  that 
when  dried  milk  or  any  other  commodity 
is  withdrawn  from  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  be  used  abroad  or 
to  be  used  in  our  school-lunch  program 
or  for  our  indigent  people  all  over  the 
United  States,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  receives  no  credit  for  that 
withdrawal.  It  shows  up  as  a  loss  and 
it  is  charged  up  in  the  newspapers  and 
in  the  press  of  the  country  as  a  loss  to 
supporting  farm  prices. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  is  absolutely  correct.  I  do  hope 
that  the  newspapers  of  this  Nation  will 
do  their  utmost  in  fairness  to  the  farm¬ 
ers  of  America  in  putting  the  picture 
before  the  people  of  America  as  it  really 
is.  We  of  the  farming  areas  are,  of 
course,  very  glad  to  have  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  be  able  to  provide  food  which 
goes  abroad  to  help  us  maintain  friend¬ 
ships  throughout  the  world.  I  reiterate 
that  in  my  opinion,  from  what  I  have 
observed  in  the  Near  East,  we  can  make 
more  lasting  friendships  throughout  the 
world  by  providing  food  for  hungry 
stomachs,  especially  for  the  children  of 
the  people  out  there  in  the  Near  East. 
All  through  that  region  where  they  can 
utilize  great  quantities  of  food  we  can 
make  for  the  people  of  America  far  more 
friends  by  doing  that  than  by  a  good 
many  of  these  programs  which  we  have 
undertaken  under  the  guise  of  foreign 
aid. 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  thank  the  distinguished 
gentleman  for  the  splendid  statement  he 
has  made.  I  have  not  been  a  Member  of 
Congress  for  so  many  years,  but  I  want 
to  say  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
that  I  have  always  found  him  to  be  a  very 
wise  man  in  his  understanding  of  the 
problems  of  agriculture.  I  would  like  to 
join  my  colleagues  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  in  saying  to  him  “Thank  you  for 
this  very  excellent  statement.” 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  sincerely. 

I  would  like  to  conclude,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  by  simply  expressing  the  hope  again 
that  we  can  consider  this  bill  today  and 
tomorrow  with  a  minimum  of  partisan¬ 
ship  and  make  every  possible  effort  to 
arrive  at  the  proper  solution.  We  all 
want  to  do  what  is  best  not  only  for  agri¬ 
culture  but  for  the  balance  of  the  Nation. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Utah. 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  appreciate  what  the 
gentleman  has  said,  especially  in  the 
interest  of  the  farmers.  We  hear  so  much 
about  the  inefficiency  of  the  farmer  and 
that  if  he  were  efficient,  he  would  not  be 


in  this  situation.  I  just  happened  to  run 
upon  the  facts  that  the  distributors  and 
the  marketers  of  our  farm  commodities 
have  increased  their  personnel  costs  33 
percent  since  1940,  and  yet  we  have  one- 
fourth  less  farmers  than  in  1940  and  we 
are  producing  far  more  than  we  did  at 
that  time.  In  other  words,  does  it  not 
appear  to  the  gentleman  that  the  farmer 
really  deserves  a  great  amount  of  credit 
for  his  productivity  and  that  his  produc¬ 
tivity  and  diligence  are  more  than  out¬ 
stripping  the  productivity  and  diligence 
in  some  other  fields? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  agree 
entirely  with  the  gentleman.  The  un¬ 
fortunate  part  of  the  whole  thing  is  that 
there  is  a  price-cost  squeeze  now  upon  the 
farmer  who  produces  the  food  for  the 
Nation.  The  farmer  is  steadily — and  the 
facts  show  it — receiving  less  and  less  for 
what  he  produces.  On  the  other  hand, 
he  is  paying  more  and  more  for  every¬ 
thing  that  he  buys;  labor,  machinery, 
and  everything  else,  for  the  production 
of  that  same  food.  The  farmer  is  now 
receiving  only  40  cents  out  of  every  dollar 
spent  for  food  in  this  Nation,  whereas 
not  too  long  ago  he  received  53  cents, 
and  that  spread,  Doctor,  is  disturbing  to 
me,  because  I  do  feel  that  it  is  upsetting 
the  balance  which  we  must  maintain  in 
this  country  between  all  segments  of  our 
economy.  Farmers  are  getting  short¬ 
changed  and  it  is  a  national  responsibil¬ 
ity  for  us  to  correct  that  inequitable 
condition. 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  certainly  appreciate  the 
gentleman’s  remarks,  inasmuch  as  they 
give  us  an  idea  of  the  many  avenues 
through  which  the  farm  program  is 
reaching  the  people  throughout  the 
whole  United  States  for  their  general 
good.  I  fully  recognize  that  appropri¬ 
ations  that  tend  to  do  this  very  thing,  all 
of  the  appropriations  that  have  been 
mentioned  here,  are  thoroughly  justified, 
but  I  understand  from  listening  to  the 
remarks  of  our  friend  from  Mississippi, 
in  the  colloquy  between  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  and  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana,  there  was  a  very  general  ad¬ 
mission  that  there  is  something  wrong 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  Now, 
I  wonder  what  that  is.  Is  it  appropria¬ 
tions,  lack  of  appropriations,  or  what? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Doctor, 
might  I  say,  if  you  will  permit,  that  I 
have  urged  as  little  controversy  upon 
this  particular  bill  as  possible,  and  I 
leave  to  the  gentleman  from  Indiana  and 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  their  re¬ 
spective  opinions.  I  am  just  expressing 
my  own.  If  the  gentleman  would  like  to 
ask  me  about  my  particular  opinion  on 
any  part  of  this  bill,  I  will  be  glad  to  give 
it  to  him. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Then,  let  me  ask  the  gen¬ 
tleman  this  question.  We  all  feel  very 
much  inclined  to  do  something  for  the 
little  fellow;  do  we  not? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Abso¬ 
lutely. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Both  sides  of  the  House. 
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Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  NEAL.  And  we  have  heard  that 
from  time  to  time.  The  way  that  pro¬ 
gram  is  reacting  now,  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  price  supports,  which  evidently 
has  a  great  deal  to  do  with  the  problem 
that  exists  now  in  agriculture,  we  know 
that  a  large  part  of  the  productive  farm 
problem — that  is,  supports — goes  to 
about  six  major  articles  of  farm  produc¬ 
tion,  and  we  know  that  those  products 
are  produced  by  perhaps  7  million  of  the 
165  million  or  170  million  people  in  this 
country. 

I  wonder  how  we  can  justify  subsi¬ 
dizing  big  farm  producing  agencies, 
whether  individuals  or  corporate  insti¬ 
tutions,  by  supplying  them  with  windfall 
price  supports  and  great  profits  at  the 
expense  of  the  taxpayer  who  has  to  pay 
to  store  that  product  in  the  storage 
places  of  the  Nation  and  also  at  the 
expense,  if  you  please,  of  the  people  who 
have  to  buy  the  product  eventually. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  think  the 
gentleman  has  asked  a  question  he  would 
like  me  to  answer  and  I  shall  answer  it 
in  this  way.  In  the  first  place,  price  sup¬ 
ports,  if  properly  administered,  are  not 
a  subsidy  program.  As  I  stated  earlier 
in  my  address,  there  are  probably  12  or 
more  opinions  in  this  House  as  to  the 
best  thing  that  should  be  done  for  agri¬ 
culture.  The  gentleman  has  mentioned 
the  little  man.  I  commend  him  for  that 
expression  of  concern.  I  have  proposed 
in  a  bill  on  which  I  testified  before  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  this  spring, 
a  program  which  I  consider  to  be  in 
the  best  interest  of  agriculture  with  par¬ 
ticular  emphasis  on  the  small  producer. 
Personally  I  am  not  nearly  as  concerned 
with  what  happens  to  the  very  large  pro¬ 
ducer  as  I  am  with  what  happens  to  the 
average,  family-type  fanner.  I  do  think 
Congress  through  price  supports — and  I 
do  not  mean  any  70  percent  or  75  per¬ 
cent  price  supports,  but  90  percent  price 
supports — should  take  care  of  the  aver¬ 
age  family-size  farm  production.  That  is 
my  stand.  I  reiterate,  my  concern  is  for 
the  family-type  farmer.  The  big  com¬ 
mercial  operations  are  a  different  propo¬ 
sition,  but  I  do  think  for  the  good  of 
America  and  for  the  basic  welfare  of 
agriculture  that  we  in  the  Congress 
should  consider  what  is  best  for  the 
average  family-sized  farmer  and  the 
farm  programs  should  be  written  and 
administered  in  his  behalf. 

To  accomplish  that  I  have  asked  the 
Congress  through  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  to  consider  something  along 
this  line;  that  we  guarantee  90  percent 
price  supports  on  4,000  bushels  of  corn; 
or  to  a  producer  of  cotton  on  25  bales  of 
cotton;  or  to  a  producer  of  wheat  on 
3,000  bushels  of  wheat.  I  have  sug¬ 
gested,  and  it  is  a  matter  of  record,  that 
as  the  urgently  needed  first  step  to  re¬ 
store  agriculture  to  its  proper  economic 
position.  That  is  my  concept  of  what 
Congress  should  do. 

Let  us  see  what  good  effects  would  flow 
from  protecting  the  family-size  farm. 
We  come  again  to  the  big  producer  in 
whom  I  have  said  I  have  less  interest.  I 
have  a  certain  degree  of  interest  in  him. 
My  primary  interest  is  in  the  small  fel¬ 
low.  But  by  putting  an  umbrella  of  90- 
percent  protection — I  mean  a  good,  solid 


umbrella  so  that  it  does  not  go  below  90 
percent  of  parity — we  protect  our  agri¬ 
cultural  economy.  After  all,  parity  is  a 
fair  figure.  I  am  not  asking  for  100 
percent  of  parity,  as  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  has  suggest¬ 
ed.  I  am  inclined  to  agree  with  him,  but 
I  think  a  realistic  figure,  a  more  work¬ 
able  figure  so  that  the  products  are  not 
sold  to  the  Government  in  their  en¬ 
tirety  on  this  family-sized  farm,  would 
be  90  percent  of  parity.  But  let  us  come 
back  again  to  the  question  as  to  what 
good  this  would  do  the  average  man,  or 
the  other  farmer,  including  myself,  who 
produces  perhaps  more  than  4,000 
bushels  of  corn.  The  fact  that  half  a 
billion  bushels  of  that  corn  produced  in 
a  crop  of  3,400,000,000  bushels  in  this 
Nation  is  protected  by  a  minimum  of  90 
percent  support  would  mean  that  the 
corn  that  I  produce  above  that  4,000 
bushels  on  my  farm  would  come  up  to 
perhaps  15  cents  a  bushel  beneath  that 
umbrella.  We  only  have  to  protect  a 
minor  portion  of  the  total  crop  to  af¬ 
ford  an  important  measure  of  protec¬ 
tion  to  the  whole  farm  economy.  It 
would  help  the  entire  agricultural  econ¬ 
omy.  I  claim  that  the  some  will  be  true 
of  the  cotton  situation,  the  tobacco  situ¬ 
ation,  and  the  wheat  situation.  That,  in 
a  few  words,  is  my  conception  of  what 
we  should  try  to  do  in  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States,  not  only  for  the  farm¬ 
ers  of  America,  but  for  the  good  of  our 
entire  economy. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Inasmuch  as  a  large  por¬ 
tion  of  the  excess  that  is  produced  in 
this  country  is  derived  from  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  big  commercial  farmers,  and 
inasmuch  as  that  production  is  stored 
away  and  there  is  so  much  excess,  may 
not  that  be  one  of  the  prime  factors  that 
cause  many  of  the  people  on  the  smaller 
farms  to  fail  to  remain  on  their  farms 
and  produce  as  they  should?  Does  the 
gentleman  not  feel  that  after  all  this  high 
price  support  system  is  doing  the  little 
farmer  more  harm  than  it  is  doing  him 
good?  Does  not  the  record  of  the  last 
several  years  since  this  program  has  been 
in  operation  show  that  increasingly  year 
after  year  the  small  farmers  are  leaving 
their  places  of  production  and  going  to 
the  urban  areas  for  employment? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  cannot 
agree  that  a  moderate  support,  of  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity,  which  we  had  for  years 
on  our  basic  farm  commodities,  did  any¬ 
thing  but  good.  I  am  at  variance  en¬ 
tirely  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
because  I  conceive  that  the  90  percent  of 
parity  price  support  is  not  what  has 
caused  the  trouble  with  agriculture.  I 
cannot  accept  his  dogma  on  that  sub¬ 
ject.  I  might  answer  the  gentleman’s 
question  this  way.  I  agree  with  Secre¬ 
tary  Benson  in  his  wish  that  agriculture 
be  left  as  much  freedom  as  is  humanly 
possible  from  any  governmental  regula¬ 
tion.  I  certainly  would  not  want  to  be 
party  to  saying  to  any  group  of  our  farm¬ 
ers,  “You  cannot  have  any  protection 
whatsoever.”  I  believe  that  all  segments 
of  agriculture  would  receive  some  benefit 
from  the  program  I  have  in  mind, 

Mr.  NEAL.  The  point  I  make  is  that 
our  surpluses  are  due  to  high  price  sup¬ 
ports. 
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That  high  commodity  price  supports 
determine  the  relative  high  costs  to  the 
consumer. 

That  stored  surpluses  produced  by  cor¬ 
poration  farmers  disarrange  the  family 
size  farmer  from  attempting  to  compete 
with  commercial  farmers  and  therefore 
tends  to  leave  the  farm  for  urban  em¬ 
ployment  leaving  formerly  prosperous 
rural  communities  thinly  populated. 

It  is  unreal  to  think  rural  communities 
can  improve  their  lot  when  larger  com¬ 
mercial  farm  product  producers  over¬ 
supply  the  market  and  pass  the  greater 
part  of  their  products  to  the  Federal 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

This  entire  program  of  high  supports 
simply  prospers  a  very  small  minority 
of  the  American  population  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  a  large  majority  who  are  com¬ 
pelled  to  pay  the  cost  in  their  taxes  and 
the  prices  they  pay  for  farm  com¬ 
modities. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  May  I 
suggest  to  the  gentleman,  and  any  others 
who  have  been  led  to  believe  that  so- 
called  high  commodity  price  supports  de¬ 
termine  the  high  costs  to  the  consumers, 
that  closer  study  be  made  of  the  statis¬ 
tics  of  our  agricultural  economy.  In  the 
last  5  or  6  years,  for  example,  farm  in¬ 
come  has  dropped  almost  one-third.  In 
that  same  period,  the  farm  parity  index 
has  dropped  from  113  percent  of  parity 
to  80  percent.  Now,  look  at  consumer 
prices.  Did  they  go  down  proportion¬ 
ately?  Not  at  all.  They  went  up. 

Today,  while  farm  commodity  prices 
are  near  their  modern-time  low,  con¬ 
sumer  food  prices  are  near  their  high 
for  the  same  period.  These  statistics  are 
very  revealing,  and  they  reveal  the  fact 
that  farm  commodity  prices  do  not  at  all 
control  consumer  prices.  It  is  shock¬ 
ing,  but  true,  that  as  producer  prices 
were  forced  down  the  food  industries  be¬ 
tween  producers  and  consumers  simply 
absorbed  the  difference. 

One  of  the  great  regrets  of  all  the  ar¬ 
guments  over  farm  programs  is  the  fact 
that  far  too  many  conscientious  people 
have  been  led  to  believe  that  so-called 
high  farm  prices  mean  higher  consumer 
prices.  If  lower  farm  prices  have  not 
meant  lower  consumer  prices,  how  can 
anyone  say  with  certainty  that  the  re¬ 
verse  would  be  true? 

Finally,  the  index  of  consumer  prices 
shows  that  food  is  still  about  the  big¬ 
gest  bargin  in  the  family  budget.  Last 
February,  the  food  index  was  113.6;  the 
rent  index  was  134.2;  transportation 
was  134.4;  and  other  goods  and  services 
stood  at  124.  Consumers  are  getting  a 
bargain  in  food,  relatively  speaking,  with 
the  consumer  food  index  standing  more 
than  five  points  below  the  average  for 
all  items  in  the  cost-of-living  price  index. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  want  to  compliment 
the  gentleman  on  his  expression  of  views 
on  farm  legislation.  They  are  similar, 
at  least,  to  a  graduated  parity  bill  I 
have  had  pending  before  the  Congress 
ever  since  I  have  been  a  Member. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  know 
the  gentleman  has  had  that  bill  pending. 
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Mr.  AVERY.  I  cannot  understand 
why  the  gentleman  cannot  get  considera¬ 
tion  for  that  type  of  legislation  for  the 
small  farmer.  You  hear  a  lot  of  talk 
about  it,  but  when  you  try  to  get  action 
you  cannot  get  a  hearing  before  the  com¬ 
mittee.  _ 

To  get  to  more  tangible  things,  the 
gentleman  pointed  out  things  that  were 
directed  to  the  benefit  of  groups  other 
than  farm  groups,  specifically  the  home 
demonstration  agencies  and  the  county 
agents.  Would  the  gentleman  have  any 
idea  how  much  this  bill  could  be  reduced 
if  those  amounts  were  assessed  to  the 
proper  other  Government  agencies,  such 
as  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  would 
not  care  to  give  the  gentleman  such  an 
estimate  for  the  simple  reason  that  I 
would  oppose  any  such  reduction.  I 
would  not  want  to  take  away  from  the 
urban  people  any  of  the  benefits  which 
we  on  the  farms  obtain  from  those  val¬ 
uable  programs. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  would  not  want  to  take 
it  away,  but  I  just  hate  to  see  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Department  charged  up  with  all 
these  items  that  go  to  the  benefit  of 
other  groups. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  perhaps  did  not  hear  me  previ¬ 
ously,  but  I  did  state  that  there  is  at 
least  $1  billion  in  this  bill  which  re¬ 
dounds  almost  entirely  to  the  benefit  of 
urbanites. 

Mr.  AVERY.  No ;  I  did  not  hear  that 
figure.  That  is  the  one  I  wanted  to  get 
pointed  out. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  COAD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  jthe 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  COAD.  First  I  should  like  to  as¬ 
sociate  myself  with  the  stand  of  cour¬ 
age  that  my  friend  from  Minnesota  has 
taken  in  opposition  to  that  which  has 
been  the  philosophy  of  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  Benson.  I  appreciate  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  stand  for  the  family  farmer. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Let  me 
correct  the  gentleman  just  to  a  certain 
extent.  I  have  always  said  as  far  as  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  concerned 
that  he  is  a  man  of  the  highest  integrity, 
that  he  is  a  good  administrator,  that  he 
has  many  splendid  ideas  in  the  field  of 
agriculture  such  as  extension,  watershed 
protection,  research,  marketing,  and  soil 
conservation.  My  only  point  of  real 
cleavage  with  him  is  on  his  ideas  as  to 
price  supports.  That  is  where  I  differ 
definitely  with  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture. 

Mr.  COAD.  I  compliment  the  gentle¬ 
man  on  his  stand  of  courage. 

May  I  refer  to  an  Associated  Press  dis¬ 
patch  that  was  on  the  wire  just  a  short 
time  ago: 

Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Marvin 
L.  McLain  said  today  the  administration- 
sponored  flexible  price  support  system  was 
“oversold”  because  its  weaknesses  were  not 
clearly  foreseen. 

The  basic  philosophy  of  the  system  is  a 
wrong  philosophy. 

I  am  sure  the  gentleman  recognizes 
the  fact  that  I  have  spent  over  half  of  my 


life  on  the  farm.  When  it  comes  to 
farm  situations,  I  will  stand  with  anyone 
in  trying  to  do  that  which  is  best  for 
the  farmer,  and  more  especially  the  fam¬ 
ily  farmer.  I  appreciate  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  very  fine  remarks. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  I  would  like  to  join 
with  the  gentleman  and  say  that  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  H.  Carl 
Andersen]  has  made  a  wonderful  speech 
here  today.  I  am  from  Kansas  and  I  am 
heartily  in  agreement  with  what  the 
gentleman  has  said. 

(Mr.  NEAL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
15  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  Missouri,  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  [Mr. 
Cannon], 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Chairman,  one  of 
the  most  persistent  and  most  misleading 
propaganda  campaigns  ever  waged  is  the 
effort  to  pressure  the  Congress  into  en¬ 
acting  the  second  Hoover  Commission 
recommendations.  I  doubt  whether 
there  has  been  a  day  in  the  last  2  years  in 
which  the  mail  has  not  brought  letters 
urging  adoption  of  the  Hoover  recom¬ 
mendations.  And  since  the  receipt  of  the 
$72  billion  budget,  the  total  number  re¬ 
ceived  runs  into  the  thousands. 

Practically  every  metropolitan  paper 
in  the  United  States  has  carried  editorials 
and  syndicated  columns  giving  the  Com¬ 
mission  reports  and  the  extravagant 
claims  made  for  them  the  widest  circula¬ 
tion.  The  people  have  been  led  to  believe 
that  literally  billions  of  dollars  can  be 
saved  annually  and  taxes  correspond¬ 
ingly  reduced  if  only  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  were  adopted. 

The  record  of  the  Hoover  Commission 
recommendations  is  interesting  and  af¬ 
fords  some  basis  for  assessing  the  validity 
of  some  of  the  highly  advertised  economy 
claims  made  for  them  and  the  immediate 
economies  to  be  effected  through  their 
application. 

THE  FIRST  HOOVER  COMMISSION 

Created  by  Congress  in  July  1947,  the 
first  Commission  submitted  its  final  re¬ 
port  in  May  1949.  This  first  Commission 
concerned  itself  chiefly  with  the  reor¬ 
ganization  of  departments  and  agencies 
and  their  relations  with  each  other.  Its 
proposals  are  described  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  as  having  been  directed  to  “remov¬ 
ing  the  roadblocks  to  more  effective  or¬ 
ganization  and  to  the  reduction  of  ex¬ 
penditures.” 

Economy  and  efficiency  was  the  over¬ 
riding  theme  of  the  body  of  the  recom¬ 
mendations  submitted  and  a  number  of 
the  proposals  were  adopted,  but  with  no 
significant  saving  or  retrenchment. 

It  might  be  said  in  this  connection  that 
numerous  plans  and  systems  are  pro¬ 
posed  at  every  session  of  Congress  guar¬ 
anteed  by  their  proponents  to  save  the 
Government  fabulous  sums.  All  of  them 
are  given  a  hearing  and  frequently  one 
that  seems  to  have  some  merit  is  given  a 
tryout.  I  do  not  recall  at  this  time  any 
which  have  justified  economic  expecta¬ 
tions.  Almost  invariably  they  cost  more 
than  they  save.  The  present  Hoover 
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Commission  recommendations  appear  to 
be  no  exception  to  that  rule.  At  least 
they  have  brought  about  no  appreciable 
saving.  As  the  Director  of  the  Budget 
stated  in  the  hearings  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  of  the  House  on 
January  24,  1957,  when  the  effect  of  the 
Hoover  Commission  recommendations 
was  under  discussion  in  connection  with 
the  1958  budget: 

It  is  absolutely  Impossible  to  prove  a 
saving.  - 

Instead  of  retrenchment  and  simpli¬ 
fication,  Federal  spending  trends  have 
consistently  increased  since  their  ap¬ 
proval,  without  apparent  effect  or  influ¬ 
ence  resulting  from  adoption  and  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  recommendations.  It  is 
difficult  to  imagine  savings  of  the  billions 
promised  which  could  not  be  demon¬ 
strated. 

Federal  budgetary  spending  since  the 
first  Commission  reported  follows: 

Billions 


1950  _  $39.  6 

1951  (war  year).,: _  44.1 

1952  (war  year) _  65.4 

1953  (war  year)  i _  74.  3 

1954  __2C _  67.  8 

1955  _  64.  6 

1956  _  66.5 

1957  estimate  ($70.1,  including  high¬ 
ways)  -  68. 9 

1958  estimate  ($73.6,  including  high¬ 
ways)  - ...  71.  8 


THE  SECOND  HOOVER  COMMISSION 

The  second  Commission  was  created 
by  Congress  in  July  1953  and  submitted 
its  final  report  in  June  1955.  It  was 
an  expensive  agency.  It  spent  $2,848,534 
and  it  employed  as  many  as  525  person¬ 
nel  at  one  time. 

The  first  Commission  had  been  lim¬ 
ited  to  reorganization  suggestions  but 
the  second  Commission,  among  other 
activities,  was  directed  to  include  studies 
of  policies  of  the  Government  and  elimi¬ 
nation  of  duplication  and  nonessential 
activities. 

Quoting  from  the  final  report  of  the 
second  commission — page  19: 

The  primary  purpose  of  the  Commission 
was  to  recommend  methods  by  which  savings 
could  be  made  in  the  expenditures  of  the 
agencies  of  the  executive  branch  without 
injury  to  the  security  or  welfare  of  the 
country. 

In  view  of  this  primary  purpose,  as 
stated  by  the  Commission  itself,  it  has 
been  somewhat  surprising  that  the  Com¬ 
mission  carefully  avoided  enumeration 
of  specific  estimates  of  savings  that 
might  flow  from  its  recommendations. 

But  it  did  not  hesitate  to  prominently 
list,  under  the  heading  “Possible  Savings 
in  Federal  Expenditures,”  the  savings 
estimated  by  its  numerous  task  forces, 
running  into  billions  of  dollars,  although 
it  hastened  to  add  that  any  total  of  such 
savings  would  be  an  overestimate.  There 
would  be  some  overlap  in  the  several  task 
force  estimates,  it  said.  But  the  Com¬ 
mission  concluded  on  this  note: 

In  any  event,  with  all  such  discounts, 
there  are  enough  possible  savings  left  to 
enable  the  balancing  of  the  budget  and  re¬ 
duction  of  taxes. 

This  is  a  sweeping  statement  of  opin¬ 
ion,  wholly  unsupported  by  any  data 
submitted  by  the  Commission  in  any  of 
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Its  reports.  The  impressive  savings  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  task  forces  and  subse¬ 
quently  advertised  have  elicited  wide¬ 
spread  and  continuing  interest,  with 
result  that  the  public  generally  has 
accepted  the  figures  as  Commission  esti¬ 
mates — even  though  the  Commission 
pointedly  failed  to  corroborate  the  fig¬ 
ures.  A  comprehensive  report  issued  re¬ 
cently  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations — Report  No.  95  of 
the  85th  Congress,  “Action  by  the  84th 
Congress  on  the  Second  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  Reports” — includes  this  state¬ 
ment: 

While  these  documents  prepared  by  the 
various  study  groups  form  the  main  basis 
for  the  Commission  reports  to  the  Congress, 
the  Commission  did  not  in  all  instances 
agree  with  the  recommendations  of  its  task 
forces,  subcommittees,  and  study  groups. 
Many  of  its  recommendations  are  based  upon 
the  experience  of  the  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  plus  independent  research  by  the 
Commission  staff. 

Nor  were  the  12  members  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  themselves  in  complete  agreement  upon 
all  20  of  the  Commission  reports.  Most  of 
the  reports  contain  dissents,  separate  state¬ 
ments,  or  reservations  by  one  or  more  of 
the  Commissioners.  These  were  directed 
usually  not  to  a  Commission  report  as  a 
whole,  but  to  specific  recommendations 
therein. 

So,  contrary  to  widespread  popular  be¬ 
lief,  the  Commission  was  far  from  agree¬ 
ment  as  to  the  wisdom  of  some  of  these 
suggestions.  But  that  has  not  deterred 
the  dissemination  of  the  wholly  unsup¬ 
ported  propaganda. 

ALLEGED  $4  BILLION  SAVINGS 

Probably  the  most  vociferous  demands 
that  the  Congress  take  action  have  to  do 
with  changing  the  appropriations  pro¬ 
cedure  to  what  the  professionals  call  the 
accrued  expenditure  basis.  This  book¬ 
keeping  bonanza  is  the  key  feature  of  a 
series  of  suggestions  carrying  a  $4  bil¬ 
lion  expenditure  reduction  tag — or  about 
half  of  the  combined  total  of  all  the 
specific  savings  fisted  by  all  the  Com¬ 
mission  task  forces.  But  when  you  dis¬ 
regard  the  unsupported  conclusions  and 
read  the  fine  print  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission’s  final  report,  you  will  not  find 
a  single  specific  saving  claimed  by  the 
Commission. 

The  Hoover  Commission  quoted  from 
its  task  force  as  follows: 

The  benefits  which  would  result  from  im¬ 
proved  financial  management  cannot  be  cal¬ 
culated  with  any  degree  of  precision  but  we 
believe  the  resultant  dollar  savings  could 
reasonably  be  expected  to  amount  to  $4  bil¬ 
lion,  which  is  approximately  8>/2  percent  of 
the  controllable  budget  expenditures. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  the  gist  of  the 
matter.  This  is  the  genesis  of  all  the 
public  enthusiasm  engendered  by  this 
fantastic  claim.  But  it  is  as  phony  as  a 
3 -dollar  bill.  It  admits  the  savings 
“cannot  be  calculated  with  any  degree  of 
accuracy”:  it  merely  professes  a  belief 
that  savings  could  reasonably  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  amount  to  $4  billion  annually. 

The  Commission  advanced  a  number 
of  budget  and  accounting  reform  ideas. 
The  Congress  adopted  some  of  these  last 
year,  but  it  rightly  refused  to  adopt  the 
key  provision  because  it  is  the  most  im¬ 


practicable  and  expensive  of  the  lot.  Per¬ 
haps  no  one,  either  in  or  out  of  Govern¬ 
ment,  is  today  better  qualified  to  pass 
judgment  on  the  validity  of  this  $4  bil¬ 
lion  claim  than  the  present  Director  of 
the  Budget,  Mr.  Brundage.  His  entire 
background  has  concerned  accounting 
and  budget  matters.  He  occupies  a  key 
position  in  putting  the  Federal  budget 
together — he  is  chief  architect  of  the 
spending  side  of  the  budget.  And  he  has 
endorsed  the  Commission  recommenda¬ 
tions.  But  what  is  Brundage’s  opinion 
as  to  the  validity  of  claimed  savings? 
Here  is  his  opinion — and  it  is  devastat¬ 
ing.  Here  are  quotes  from  hearings  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  on 
June  18,  1956: 

Mr.  Cannon.  I  would  be  glad  if  the  Direc¬ 
tor  would  tell  us  how  they  propose  by  this 
change  in  the  budgetary  system  to  make  a 
saving  of  $4  billion  annually. 

Mr.  Bhundage.  The  chairman  of  the  task 
force,  Mr.  Cannon,  said  that  he  had  esti¬ 
mated  that  $4  billion  by  taking  8 y2  percent 
of  all  the  controllable  expenditures  per  year 
and  quite  frankly  I  would  rather  not  express 
an  opinion  on  either  the  computation  or  how 
they  got  it. 

Mr.  Cannon.  That  is  what  we  are  anxious 
to  have  you  do.  You  know  a  saving  of  $4  bil¬ 
lion  annually  is  a  very  impressive  objective. 
1  would  like  to  know  how  you  propose  to 
save  $4  billion  by  this  change  in  the  system. 

Mr.  Brundage.  I  would  not  say  we  would 
save  $4  billion  in  this  way.  I  think  it  will 
save  money  and  give  better  control  but  I 
have  never  been  willing  to  estimate  what  any 
savings  would  amount  to.  It  is  too  in¬ 
tangible.  , 

Mr.  Cannon.  This  idea  has  been  sold  to  the 
country.  I  am  getting  letters  asking  "Why 
do  you  not  adopt  this  plan  and  save  $4  billion 
every  year?” 

Mr.  Brundage.  I  avoid  mentioning  any 
savings  in  any  testimony  or  correspondence 
I  have  on  the  subject. 

Mr.  Cannon.  I  am  not  differing  with  you. 
I  am  not  objecting.  I  merely  want  more 
information  on  the  subject. 

Mr.  Brundage.  I  feel  satisfied  that  we  will 
save  several  million  dollars. 

Mr.  Cannon.  Several  million? 

Mr.  Brundage.  Yes. 

Mr.  Cannon.  There  is  a  great  difference 
between  several  million  and  the  $4  billion 
advertised.  The  fact  that  you  are  satisfied 
does  not  necessarily  satisfy  us. 

This  testimony  from  an  ardent  sup¬ 
porter  of  the  Hoover  Commission  report 
ought  effectively  to  lay  to  rest  the  wholly 
absurd  claim  of  savings  of  $4  billion. 
The  Budget  Director  says  he  never  has 
been  willing  to  say  there  would  be  any 
savings — it  is  too  intangible.  But  even 
more  persuasive  is  the  view  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber]  who, 
from  long  experience  on  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations,  had  no  trouble  in 
quickly  and  accurately  sizing  up  the  fal¬ 
lacious  and  preposterous  dimensions  of 
this  proposition.  He  has  unequivocably 
opposed  the  suggested  change,  perhaps 
not  so  much  on  account  of  the  absurd 
claim  of  expenditure  reduction  but  more 
because  it  would  mean  an  automatic  re¬ 
turn  to  the  use  of  granting  contract 
authority,  a  procedure  abandoned  gen¬ 
erally  some  years  ago.  The  Congress 
found  from  hard  experience  that  con¬ 
tract  authority  costs  the  taxpayers 
more  money  in  the  long  run.  In  this 


respect,  the  present  system  is  much  to 
be  preferred. 

executive  branch  acceptance 

From  the  constant  deluge  of  mail  com¬ 
ing  to  the  Capitol  each  day,  it  apparently 
is  not  generally  known  that  many  of  the 
Hoover  Commission  recommendations 
have  been  adopted  by  the  executive 
branch  and  by  the  Congress.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  more  than  once  has  enthusiastically 
praised  and  endorsed  the  Commission’s 
work.  There  is  apparently  an  intensive 
and  continuous  program  in  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  to  accept  and  put  into  effect 
and  to  propose  legislation  where  neces¬ 
sary  on  the  great  bulk  of  the  proposals. 
In  a  progress  report  released  by  the 
White  House  October  15,  1956,  the  ac¬ 
companying  executive  staff  memoran¬ 
dum  to  the  President  contains  this  state¬ 
ment: 

It  is  already  evident  that  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  has  made  a  great  contribution  to 
economy  and  efficiency  in  Government  and 
that  many  of  the  recommendations  contained 
in  the  report  will,  over  a  period,  produce  sub¬ 
stantial  savings. 

Significantly,  the  memorandum  points 
out  that  the  Commission  itself  did  not 
attempt  to  estimate  savings.  It  does  not 
supply  any  specific  evidence  to  support 
the  statement  that  economy  and  effi¬ 
ciency  have  resulted.  Bearing  in  mind 
the  primary  purpose  of  the  Commission, 
namely,  “to  recommend  methods  by 
which  savings  could  be  made  in  the  ex¬ 
penditures  of  the  agencies  of  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  without  injury  to  the  secu¬ 
rity  or  welfare  of  the  country,”  the  ever- 
increasing  budget  spending  trend  leaves 
room  for  serious  doubt  as  to  the  efficacy 
of  many  of  the  recommendations  adopted 
and  affords  grounds  for  challenging  the 
contention  that  economy  and  efficiency 
is  already  evident. 

The  October  15  report  referred  to 
above  statistically  shows  the  status  of 
acceptance  and  implementation  in  the 
executive  branch.  Following  is  a  con¬ 
densed  summary  taken  from  that  report: 

Acceptance  and  implementation  in  executive 
branch 


Num¬ 

ber 

Per¬ 

cent 

1.  Status  of  acceptance: 

(a)  Accepted  entirely  or  with  minor 
modification . . 

189 

39.4 

(b)  Accepted  partially  or  as  to  basic 
objective. . ... . . . 

124 

2T».  9 

See  2  (below)  on  this  total 
accepted _ 

313 

65.3 

(c)  Not  accepted _ _ _ _ 

67 

11.9 

Decided  to  date _ _ 

370 

77.2 

(d)  Not  decided: 

(1)  Decision  contingent  on  fu¬ 
ture  study  or  develop¬ 
ments . . 

33 

6.9 

(2)  Still  under  review  in  White 
House _ _ 

76 

15.9 

Grand  total _ 

479 

100. 0 

2.  Status  of  implementation  of  those  ac¬ 
cepted: 

(a)  Implemented  _ _ _ 

70 

22.4 

(b)  In  process  of  implementation . 

39.3 

(c)  Implementation  not  yet  started... 

91 

29. 1 

(d)  Legislative  action  still  required... 

>29 

9.2 

Total — .' . . 

313 

100.0 

1  Executive  branch  has  proposed  and  supported  legis¬ 
lation  on  22  of  these. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  revealing  tabu¬ 
lation.  The  executive  branch  has  im¬ 
plemented  22.4  percent  of  those  it  ac¬ 
cepts;  has  in  process  of  implementation 
39.3  percent;  and  has  accepted  in  sub¬ 
stance  but  not  started  29.1  percent.  At 
that  date,  57  recorrftnendations  had  been 
rejected  by  the  White  House.  Economy 
claims  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding, 


the  President’s  budget  for  1958,  the 
highest  in  peacetime  history,  proposes 
to  spend  $3  billion  more  than  in  1957; 
between  five  and  six  billion  dollars  more 
than  1956;  and  between  seven  and  eight 
billion  dollars  more  than  1955.  Where 
are  the  claims  of  Hoover  Commission 
“economies”  adopted  by  the  executive 
branch  reflected  in  budget  totals? 


CONGRESSIONAL  ACCEPTANCE 

The  84th  Congress  enacted  36  laws,  2 
House  resolutions,  and  1  Senate  resolu¬ 
tion  which  put  into  effect  about  55,  or 
about  33  percent,  of  the  167  recommen¬ 
dations  identified  by  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  as  requiring  action  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  in  order  to  be  made  effective.  Here 
is  a  tabulation: 


Bills  implementing  Commission  reports  which  were  enacted  into  law 

SENATE  BILLS 


Bill  No. 

Public 

law 

Title  of  bill 

Commission  report 

Recommendation  No. 

S.  654 . . 

88 

Extends  program  of  direct  loans  to  veterans  for  housing  until  July  25,  1957 _ 

9. 

S.  890 . . 

660 

Vests  primary  responsibility  for  wator  pollution  projects  in  States _ 

1  (c)  (in  part). 

28  (in  part). 

1  (task  force  16). 

S.  941 . 

55 

Facilitates  liquidation  of  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation _  _  .  _ 

S.  1871 . . 

705 

Simplifies  computing  of  fees  charged  executive  agencies  for  use  of  the  United  States 
mail. 

To  increase  the  basic  compensation  of  officers  and  employees  in  the  field  service  of 
the  Post  Office  Department. 

To  extend  and  clarify  laws  relating  to  the  provision  and  improvement  of  housing,  the 
elimination  and  prevention  of  slums,  the  conservation  and  development  of  urban 
communities,  the  financing  of  vitally  needed  public  works,  and  for  other  purposes. 
(Sec.  109  makes  the  Home  Loan  Bank  Board  an  independent  agency.) 

To  amend  the  Small  Business  Act  of  1953.  (Sec.  13  extends  the  Small  Business 
Administration  for  2  years.) 

To  amend  the  Merchant  Marine  Act  of  1936  so  as  to  provide  for  the  utilization  of 

Paperwork  Management,  pt.  I.. 

S.  2061 . 

68 

8(b). 

2. 

S.  2126 . 

345 

Lending  Agencies _ - _ 

S.  2127 . 

268 

Lending  Agencies . .. . . 

39  (b). 

7  (a)  (b),  10. 

23  (in  part). 

S.  2286 . 

538 

Transportation _ _ _ 

S.  3430 . 

941 

privately  owned  shipping  services  in  connection  with  transportation  of  privately 
owned  vehicles. 

To  promote  the  progress  of  medicine  and  to  advance  the  national  health  and  welfare 
by  creating  a  National  Library  of  Medicine  (in  the  Public  Health  Service). 

To  amend  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of  1946,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes _ 

Federal  Medical  Services . . 

S.  3481 . 

828 

S.  3768 . - 

852 

Includes  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  in  sec.  158  of  the  Re- 

Legal  Services  and  Procedure. .. 

force  report,  p.  137). 

31  and  32  (in  part). 

S.  3897 . 

s.  3958 . 

863 

911 

vised  Statutes. 

To  improve  governmental  budgeting  and  accounting  methods  and  procedures,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

To  improve  the  health  of  the  people  by  assisting  in  increasing  the  number  of  ade¬ 
quately  trained  professional  and  practical  nurses  and  professional  public  health 
personnel,  and  for  other  purposes. 

To  authorize  an  additional  position  of  Assistant  Director  in  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget- 

Provided  for  a  study  of  the  foreign  aid  program  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations. 

Budget  and  Accounting _ 

Ffldpral  Mp,dir*al  Sarviops .  _  _  T 

2,  4-7,  13,  14. 

25  (b),  27;  task  force  re¬ 
port,  p.  75. 

10. 

S  J.  Res.  199 . 

882 

Budget  and  Accounting.. . 

S.  Res.  285 . 

Overseas  Economic  Operations.. 

1. 

HOUSE  BILLS 


TT  R  2576  _  , 

16 

To  further  amend  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  so  that  such  act  will 
apply  to  reorganization  plans  transmitted  to  the  Congress  at  any  time  before 

/Apr.  1,  1958.  (Amended  to  read  “June  1.  1957.”) 

To  amend  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  so  as  to 
Improve  the  administration  of  the  program  for  the  utilization  of  surplus  property 
for  educational  and  public  health  purposes. 

Authorizes  President  to  lease  the  Alaska  Railroad  to  private  interests  for  55  years _ 

To  amend  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of  1946,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 
(Task  force  recommended  passage  of  “certain  pending  proposals  to  strengthen  the 
Foreign  Service.”) 

Limits  veterans’  dental  care  to  service-connected  disabilities  or  conditions . 

Progress  Report... _ _ 

No  specific  number. 
(See  p.  22  of  Progress 
Report.) 

8  (a)  (d),  9. 

13  (b). 

Task  Force  3  (task  force 

TT  R  33?2 

61 

Surplus  Property.... _ ....... 

TT  R  3338 

232 

Business  Enterprises.. . . 

H.  R.  4941 . 

22 

Personnel  and  Civil  Service _ 

H.  R.  5100 . 

83 

Federal  Medical  Services _ 

report,  p.  137). 

7. 

TT  R  5168 

347 

Increases  rate  of  retirement  of  Government  capital  in  certain  institutions  operating 
under  supervision  of  Federal  Farm  Credit  System. 

To  amend  subsec.  303  (c)  of  the  Career  Compensation  Act  of  1949  relating  to  trans¬ 
portation  and  storage  of  household  goods  of  military  personnel  on  permanent 

Lending  agencies _ 

22. 

H.  R.  6277 

245 

Transportation _ 

2. 

Depot  Utilization _ _ 

Task  force  legal  recom- 

H.  R.  6829  . 

161 

change  of  station. 

Intelligence  Activities _ 

mendation  (b). 

1. 

H.  R.  7034  . 

365 

To  provide  permanent  authority  for  the  relief  of  certain  disbursing  officers,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Budget  and  Accounting _ 

19  (in  part). 

H  R  7035  . 

334 

19  (in  part). 

9. 

H  R.  7227  . 

655 

of  the  Government,  and  for  other  purposes,”  approved  Aug.  1,  1947  (61  Stat.  720). 
Authorizes  donation  of  Government-owned  surplus  property  for  civil  defense 
purposes. 

To  adjust  the  rates  of  compensation  of  the  heads  of  the  executive  departments  and 

Surplus  Property. _ _ 

H.  R.  7619 . 

854 

Personnel  and  Civil  Service; 

4. 

TT  R  7855 

971 

of  certain  other  officials  of  the  Federal  Government,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Business  Organization,  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense. 

Research  and  Development _ 

Surplus  Property . . . 

12. 

1. 

17. 

H  R.  9428 

497 

To  provide  for  procurement  of  medical  and  dental  officers  of  the  Army,  Navy,  Air 
Force,  and  Public  Health  Service,  and  for  other  purposes. 

To  provide  medical  care  for  dependents  of  members  of  the  uniformed  services,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

To  simplify  accounting,  facilitate  the  payment  of  obligations,  and  for  other  purposes. 

To  merge  production-credit  corporations  in  Federal  intermediate  credit  banks;  to 
provide  for  retirement  of  Government  capital  in  Federal  intermediate  credit  banks; 
and  for  other  purposes. 

To  amend  the  Civil  Service  Act  of  Jan.  16,  1883,  so  as  to  require  that  certain  reports 
of  the  executive  branch  to  Congress  contain  information  pertaining  to  the  number 
of  civilian  officers  and  employees  required  to  carry  out  additional  or  expanded 
functions,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1957.  (Gives  Bureau  of  Budget  additional  funds 
for  salaries.) 

Federal  Medical  Services _ 

4  (in  spirit). 

H  R.  9429 

569 

21. 

TT  R  9593 

798 

Budget  and  Accounting. _ 

17,  18. 

TT  R  10285 

809 

801 

Lending  Agencies _ 

24,  25. 

H.  R.  10368 

Personnel  and  Civil  Service . 

Task  force  report,  p.  106. 

TT  R  12138 

814 

304 

182 

608 

Budget  and  Accounting _ 

1. 

TT  J  Rps  157 

Personnel  and  Civil  Service . 

Task  force  report,  p.  121. 

H.  J.  Res.  256 _ 

H.  J.  Res.  607 _ 

Federal  Medical  Services _ 

27  (in  part). 

Business  Enterprises . . 

17. 

Authorizes  the  House  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  to  investigate 

Transportation _ _ _ 

18. 

H.  Res.  262 . 

the  necessity  for  continuing  the  Panama  Railroad. 

Resolution  that  the,  Committee  on  House  Administration  or  any  subcommittee 
thereof  is  authorized  to  conduct  a  full  investigation  and  study  of  federally  operated 
printing  presses. 

Paperwork  Management,  pt.  I.. 

General  objectives. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  these  bills  have  been 
enacted  through  bipartisan  action.  No 
politics  is  involved.  But  the  unvarnished 
truth  is  that  while  these  recommenda¬ 
tions  have  been  adopted — and  perhaps 
some  of  them  have  merit — budget  ex¬ 
penditures  continue  to  climb.  Up  to  this 
point,  all  Hoover  Commission  recom¬ 
mendations  adopted  have,  so  far  as  can 
be  definitely  ascertained,  been  without 
effect  in  reduction  of  the  budget.  And 
the  much  advertised  $4  billion  annual 
saving  is,  of  course,  an  absurdity,  a  pure 
fabrication. 

On  October  15,  1956,  the  President 
stated: 

A  number  of  the  most  important  recom¬ 
mendations  require  congressional  action. 
With  bipartisan  support,  a  modest  start  was 
made  at  the  last  session  of  the  Congress.  I 
propose  to  transmit  further  specific  legisla¬ 
tive  proposals  to  the  next  session  of  the  Con¬ 
gress,  and  X  am  hopeful  that  these  will  re¬ 
ceive  the  wholehearted  bipartisan  support 
which  they  merit. 

As  with  all  legislation,  any  Presiden¬ 
tial  proposals  along  these  lines  will  be 
subject  to  recommendation  by  the  legis¬ 
lative  committees  having  jurisdiction. 
As  to  these,  perhaps  this  paragraph  from 
the  statement  of  general  dissent  by  one 
of  the  Commissioners  sums  up  the  situ¬ 
ation  : 

With  their  sensitivity  to  public  issues, 
their  varied  experience  in  legislation,  their 
party  obligations,  and  their  public  responsi¬ 
bilities  as  elected  officials,  the  Members  of 
Congress  are  better  qualified  to  make  policy 
judgments  and  to  legislate  for  the  national 
welfare  than  any  12-man  commission. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
20  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Hill]  . 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  Forty-eight 
Members  are  present,  not  a  quorum. 

The  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 


names: 

[Roll  No.  72] 

Allen,  Ill. 

Gwinn 

Pillion 

Anderson, 

Hays,  Ohio 

Powell 

Mont. 

Henderson 

Rains 

Ashley 

Hillings 

Rivers 

Ayres 

Holifield 

Rodino 

Barden 

Holt 

Sadlak 

Barrett 

Holtzman 

St.  George 

Beamer 

James 

Scherer 

Belcher 

Kearney 

Siler 

Bowler 

Kelley.  Pa. 

Smith,  Va. 

Boykin 

Kilburn 

Spence 

Brooks,  Tex. 

McCormack 

Stauffer 

Buckley 

Mack,  Wash. 

Taylor 

Cole 

Madden 

Teague,  Tex. 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Magnuson 

Teller 

Dellay 

May 

Utt 

Eberharter 

Metcalf 

Wharton 

Evins 

Morano 

Wilson,  calif. 

Fallon 

Morrison 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Farbstein 

Murray 

Wolverton 

Fogarty 

O'Neill 

Zelenko 

Gross 

Passman 

Gubser 

Patterson 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  Chair, 
Mr.  Kilday,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
H.  R.  7441,  and  finding  itself  without  a 
quorum,  he  had  directed  the  roll  to  be 
called  when  351  Members  responded  to 


their  names,  a  quorum,  and  he  submitted 
herewith  the  names  of  the  absentees  to 
be  spread  upon  the  Journal. 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Hill]  is  recognized. 

(Mr.  HILL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield?  _  , 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  would  like  to  an¬ 
nounce  to  the  Committee  that,  so  far  as 
this  side  is  concerned,  it  is  our  intention 
to  proceed  with  the  debate,  at  the  conclu¬ 
sion  of  which  the  bill  will  be  read  to  the 
point  where  the  first  amendment  to  the 
bill  is  in  order;  at  which  time  we  will 
move  that  the  Committee  rise. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  after¬ 
noon  we  have  heard  mentioned  in  gen¬ 
eral  debate  a  letter  from  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  the  Honorable  Ezra  Taft 
Benson.  I  thought  it  would  be  a  good 
thing,  and  I  am  sure  it  is,  if  we  all  could 
get  an  accurate  idea  of  what  was  in  that 
letter,  and  I  am  going  to  take  this  time  to 
read  it. 

Following  is  the  text  of  the  letter  from 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  Ezra  Taft  Ben¬ 
son  to  the  Honorable  Jamie  L.  Whitten, 
chairman.  Agriculture  Subcommittee, 
House  Committee  on  Appropriations,  re¬ 
garding  a  report  on  the  1958  agricultural 
appropriations  bill: 

Dear  Congressman  Whitten:  I  have  read 
with  interest  and  disappointment  the  re¬ 
port  issued  by  you  on  May  10  in  behalf  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  regarding  the  1958  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  the  Farm  Credit  Administration. 

I  am  sorry  to  see  that  what  might  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  a  factual  document  contains 
so  much  argumentative  and  sometimes  mis¬ 
leading  material.  It  is  both  disturbing  and 
confusing  also  to  observe  the  amalgamation 
of  the  appropriative  and  legislative  processes 
within  the  report  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee.  The  establishment  of  limitations 
on  the  soil  bank  in  future  years  is  an  at¬ 
tempt  to  legislate  on  farm  policy  before  the 
program  has  been  given  a  fair  opportunity 
to  succeed. 

With  two  of  the  statements  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  I  fully  agree. 

First,  I  am  glad  to  note  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  states  that  changes  in  the  farm  program 
are  needed.  My  letter  of  May  2  and  the 
accompanying  document  which  was  submit¬ 
ted  to  Senator  Ellender  provide  a  detailed 
analysis  and  discussion  of  the  inadequacies 
of  the  old  basic  features  of  present  legisla¬ 
tion  which  has  acreage  restrictions  as  one  of 
its  foundation  stones. 

Second,  I  agree  that  acreage  allotments 
have  not  controlled  production. 

It  is  true  that  acreage  controls  can,  to  a 
degree,  restrict  the  output  of  a  particular 
crop.  But  controls  have  had  little  effect  on 
total  farm  production. 

Last  year,  we  had  acreage  controls  in  oper¬ 
ation  on  all  the  basic  crops.  Yet  total  out¬ 
put  reached  an  alltime  record.  Generally, 
when  a  farmer  is  restricted  on  acreage,  he 
picks  his  best  land,  fertilizes  heavily,  uses 
modern  methods,  and  increases  the  yield  per 
acre.  And  he  uses  the  acres  taken  out  of 
one  crop  for  the  production  of  other  crops. 

With  modern  technology,  acres  are  no 
longer  an  effective  limit  on  agricultural  pro¬ 
duction.  The  technological  revolution  is 
the  new  dimension  in  farm  policy.  This 
process  is  irreversible.  A  hundred  years  ago, 


one  farm  worker  in  the  United  States  fed 
himself  and  three  others.  Today  he  feeds 
himself  and  20  ot'hers.  The  upward  pressure 
of  productivity  has  been  going  on  for  a  long 
time  but  the  revolutionary  effects  become 
explosive  during  World  War  II  and  have 
continued  ever  since. 

It  might  be  possible  to  work  out  regula¬ 
tions  which  would  be  stiff  enough  to  really 
control  production.  But  the  evidence  of 
25  years  is  that  farmers  do  not  want  such 
controls  and  the  Congress  will  not  enact 
them. 

Controls  have  been  watered  down  by  law 
to  such  a  point  that  they  do  not  really  con¬ 
trol  production.  Even  a  cursory  examina¬ 
tion  of  the  legal  minimum  acreage  provi¬ 
sions  for  most  of  the  basic  crops  reveals  that 
these  allotments  will  not  overcome  the 
effects  of  increasing  production  efficiency. 

Even  if  controls  worked  properly  for  the 
allotment  crops,  which  they  do  not,  these 
allotment  crops  bring  in  only  one-fourth  of 
our  farm  income.  Obviously  we  cannot  con¬ 
trol  total  production  by  controlling  one- 
fourth  of  our  output.  This  is  particularly 
true  since  the  law  allows  resources  which 
are  shifted  out  of  the  controlled  crops  to  be 
used  for  the  production  of  other  crops. 

I  am  glad  to  see  in  the  report  such  fun¬ 
damentally  true  statements  as: 

"The  farmer,  too,  must  have  a  fair  return 
for  his  investment  and  his  labor.  However, 
he  should  have  such  a  return  from  the 
market  place  instead  of  the  Treasury. 

"An  entirely  new  legislative  approach 
must  be  developed  if  the  present  conditions 
are  to  be  corrected. 

"Any  new  program  which  is  finally  adopted 
should  let  the  farmer  farm.” 

I  was  grateful  also  for  the  kind  words  of 
approval  for  the  efforts  of  the  Department  in 
several  fields. 

There  are  a  number  of  points  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  report,  however,  with  which  I  strongly 
disagree. 

First,  I  cannot  agree  with  the  report  when 
it  attempts  to  attribute  the  lack  of  effective¬ 
ness  of  the  1956  soil  bank  to  an  inherent 
weakness  of  the  program.  It  should  be 
noted  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 
required  to  administer  laws  as  they  are 
passed  by  the  Congress.  The  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  does  not  write  the  legislation. 
Therefore,  when  this  report  states  that  there 
were  very  little  results  from  the  expenditures 
for  the  1956  program,  it  must  be  borne  in 
mind  that  the  implementation  of  the  soil 
bank  program  for  1956  was  contrary  to  my 
expressed  wishes.  I  pointed  out  in  corre¬ 
spondence  available  to  your  committee  that 
the  passage  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956 
was  too  late  to  result  in  any  real  accomplish¬ 
ments  in  1956.  It  was  at  the  insistence  of 
the  House  conferees  that  provisions  were  in¬ 
serted  in  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956  requir¬ 
ing  that  the  Secretary  operate  to  the  best  of 
his  ability  a  soil  bank  program  for  1956.  The 
conferees’  report  recognized  that  very  little 
in  the  way  of  results  was  expected  for  1956. 
Any  criticism  of  the  operation  of  the  Soil 
Bank  Act  for  the  1956  year  should  be  consid¬ 
ered  in  the  light  of  available  history.  The 
record  on  this  matter  is  so  clear  that  the 
failure  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
to  recognize  these  facts  is  difficult  to  under¬ 
stand. 

Second,  the  committee  implies  that  farm¬ 
ers  increased  production  as  farm  prices  have 
fallen.  This  is  directly  contrary  to  the  best 
economic  thinking  and  to  an  analysis  by  the 
Congress,  as  reflected  in  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended.  Under  the  legislative 
findings  covering  peanuts  in  section  357  of 
the  above  act,  the  following  statements  ap¬ 
pear: 

“As  the  quantity  of  peanuts  marketed  in 
the  channels  of  interstate  and  foreign  com¬ 
merce  increases  above  the  quantity  of  pea¬ 
nuts  needed  for  cleaning  and  shelling,  the 
prices  at  which  all  peanuts  are  marketed  are 
depressed  to  low  levels.  These  low  prices 
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tend  to  cause  the  quantity  of  peanuts  avail¬ 
able  for  marketing  in  later  years  to  be  less 
than  normal,  which  in  turn  tends  to  cause 
relatively  high  prices.” 

Available  statistical  eyidence  does  not  sup¬ 
port  the  concept  that  if  prices  fall,  farmers 
generally  will  increase  their  production. 
While  we  can  agree  that  production  has  in¬ 
creased  in  recent  years,  we  have  every  reason 
to  believe  that  it  would  have  increased  even 
more  if  supports  had  been  higher.  In  fact, 
increasing  efficiency  resulting  in  large  part 
from  advancing  technology  would  have  been 
further  stimulated  by  higher  prices. 

It  has  been  demonstrated  that  individual 
commodities  respond  more  readily  to  the 
stimulus  of  price  than  does  aggregate  agri¬ 
cultural  production.  Certainly,  during  the 
war,  higher  price  supports  were  designed  to 
induce  greater  production.  We  know  of  no 
country  in  the  world  which  has  ever  adopted 
a  policy  of  reduced  price  support  levels  in 
order  to  stimulate  production. 

'Third,  the  soil  bank  acreage  reserve  was 
recommended  to  the  Congress  as  a  temporary 
measure  designed  to  reduce  extremely  bur¬ 
densome  carryover  stocks  of  basic  commodi¬ 
ties.  These  tremendous  carryovers  had  been 
developed  through  the  operation  of  acreage 
allotments  and  previous  rigid  price  support 
programs. 

The  House  committee  report  says  that 
they  “have  serious  doubts  that  the  program 
will  reach  its  basic  objective  of  reducing  pro¬ 
duction — and  would  question  it  further  if 
it  did.”  This  sounds  like  the  committee  is 
condemning  it  because  they  think  it  didn’t 
work,  but  if  it  is  successful,  they  will  con¬ 
demn  it  anyway.  The  Department  cannot 
agree  with  this  position.  The  soil  bank  pro¬ 
gram  has  received  bipartisan  support  from 
all  those  who  recognize  that  no  program  or 
group  of  programs  can  work  effectively  with 
tremendously  burdensome  surpluses  bearing 
down  on  the  entire  price  structure.  It  will 
be  effective  in  reducing  acreage  and  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  designated  basic  crops  in  1957, 
below  what  production  would  be  in  the 
absence  of  the  program.  The  law  makes  a 
soil  bank  commitment  to  farmers  through 
1959.  This  commitment  should  be  carried 
out. 

In  the  second  paragraph  on  page  26,  the 
committee  report  says,  “Since  it  is  felt  that 
complete  elimination  ‘of  the  soil  bank  pro¬ 
gram’  is  a  major  policy  decision  which 
should  be  handled  through  regular  legisla¬ 
tive  channels,  the  committee  has  moved  in 
the  direction  of  a  gradual  elimination  of  the 
program  by  reducing  the  appropriation  for 
1958  to  $600  million  and  by  reducing  the 
size  of  the  next  year’s  program  to  $500  mil¬ 
lion.”  We  believe  this  approach  to  be  in¬ 
consistent.  _ . 

The  Department  originally  recommended 
an  acreage  reserve  program  for  but  3  years, 
since  we  were  cognizant  of  the  impact  on 
the  whole  agricultural  community  as  well 
as  on  the  actual  farm  operator. 

If  the  soil  bank  were  to  be  eliminated  or 
severely  restricted  in  its  effectiveness,  this 
should  be  done  legislatively  after  appropriate 
consideration  by  the  legislative  committee 
rather  than  by  a  limitation  put  in  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  while  retaining  all  the  goals 
and  objectives  set  forth  in  the  basic  legisla¬ 
tion. 

The  statement  in  the  report  that  the 
farmer  has  rented  the  poor  part  of  his  land 
to  the  Government  is  very  likely  true.  How¬ 
ever,  the  payment  on  that  land  has  been 
in  proportion  to  its  productive  capacity; 
i.  e.,  10  acres  of  20-bushel  land  would  cost 
the  same  and  result  in  the  same  reduction 
in  production  as  20  acres  of  10-bushel  land. 
We  pay  for  what  we  get  in  the  way  of  re¬ 
duction  for  the  basic  crop  involved. 

Fourth,  I  take  exception  to  the  statement 
on  page  5  which  refers  to  the  rise  in  CCC 
holdings  from  $2.5  billion  on  January  1,  1953, 
to  $8.2  billion  on  January  1,  1957.  The  re¬ 


port  charges  that  “this  is  largely  due  to  in¬ 
creased  production  generated  by  reduced 
price  supports  and  reduced  acreage.” 

This  statement  is  not  supported  by  fact. 
The  records  show  that  most  of  this  backlog 
was  acquired  from  December  31,  1952,  to 
December  31,  1954,  while  the  farmers  were 
operating  under  the  high  rigid  price  sup¬ 
ports  then  in  the  law.  During  that  period 
total  investments  in  price  support  commodi¬ 
ties  jumped  from  $2.5  billion  to  $7.2  bil¬ 
lion — a  figure  only  $1  billion  below  the  $3.2 
billion  holdings  on  January  1,  1957,  mislead¬ 
ingly  referred  to  by  the  committee  as 
“largely  due”  to  reduced  price  supports. 

Fifth,  the  statement  on  farm  debt  is  mis¬ 
leading.  It  is  true  that  total  farm  debt  in¬ 
creased  from  $14.8  billion  in  1952  to  $18  bil¬ 
lion  in  1956,  but  it  is  also  true  that  farm 
equities  have  gone  up  even  more  rapidly. 
Farmers’  equities  have,  in  fact,  increased  41 
percent  during  the  past  decade. 

Land  values  are  at  an  alltime  high.  Mort¬ 
gage  foreclosures  are  near  the  alltime  low. 
Nearly  7  of  every  10  farmers  have  no  mort¬ 
gage  debt  at  all.  Such  facts  are  not  re¬ 
flected  in  the  committee’s  statement. 

I  am  calling  these  matters  to  your  atten¬ 
tion  in  the  hope  that  you  will  make  the 
necessary  changes  so  that  the  permanent  re¬ 
port  will  present  a  picture  that  is  more 
nearly  accurate  and  fair. 

If  you  do  not  feel  that  you  can  make  these 
changes,  I  urge  you  to  make  this  letter  a 
part  of  the  record  in  connection  with  the 
proceedings  regarding  the  Department’s 
budget. 

I  shall  comment  separately  on  the  impli¬ 
cations  of  the  committee’s  actions  regarding 
budgetary  provisions  for  the  soil  bank  and 
other  items  in  the  Department’s  budget. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Ezra  Taft  Benson, 

Secretary. 

The  report  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  that  accompanies  this  bill,  H.  R. 
7441,  making  appropriations  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  for  fiscal  1958, 
is  a  strange  document.  The  action  of 
the  committee  in  reducing  the  appropri¬ 
ations  for  the  Agriculture  Department  is 
a  proper  function  of  that  committee  and 
it  is  not  my  purpose  to  argue  the  merits 
or  demerits  of  that  action,  although  there 
are  areas  in  which  the  committee  has,  in 
my  opinion,  made  false  economies. 

I  am  disturbed  by  those  portions  of 
the  report  that  deal  with  things  other 
than  direct  budget  items.  Nearly  half  of 
this  report  purports  to  tell  us  what  is 
wrong  with  our  agricultural  economy  and 
by  inference  blames  all  the  farmers’ 
troubles  on  the  Eisenhower  administra¬ 
tion  and  the  present  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

That  the  farmer  is  in  difficulty  no  one 
denies.  That  something  is  wrong  with 
our  farm  legislation  no  one  denies.  In 
fact,  the  report  goes  so  far  as  to  say  that 
‘‘Part  of  the  trouble  lies  with  the  agri¬ 
cultural  laws  passed  in  1933  which,  except 
as  to  price-support  levels,  largely  gov¬ 
ern  present  farm  programs.”  I  would 
go  further  and  say  that  all  of  our  trou¬ 
bles  stem  from  the  agriculture  laws 
passed  in  1933  and  1938. 

Paragraph 'after  paragraph  of  the  re¬ 
port  points  out  that  cutting  United 
States  acreage  as  a  means  of  regulating 
United  States  production,  and  perhaps 
world  production,  will  not  work.  Yet  it 
was  the  legislation  of  the  depression 
years  of  the  1930’s  that  put  such  a  pro¬ 
gram  in  effect.  The  idea  of  price  sup¬ 
ports  at  a  means  of  controlling  or  in¬ 


creasing  farmer  income  was  written  into 
the  law  in  1938.  Since  that  time  there 
have  been  few  changes  in  the  methods 
devised  by  the  Congress  in  the  1930’s  to 
meet  what  was  then  an  admitted  emer¬ 
gency.  We  have  compounded  the  errors 
of  the  thirties  by  attempting  through 
patchwork  legislation  to  make  a  go  of 
programs  that  were  never  designed  as 
long-range  agricultural  solutions.  Our 
troubles  stem  from  legislation  based  on  a 
horse-and-buggy  era.  Yet  this  report 
repeatedly  refers  to  the  past  4  years  as 
though  the  present  administration  was 
completely  to  blame  for  all  our  troubles 
in  agriculture. 

While  one  may  quarrel  with  some  of 
Mr.  Benson’s  administrative  decisions,  let 
us  not  forget  that  he  must  work  with;n 
the  legislative  framework  of  programs 
passed  by  Congresses  controlled  by  the 
party  of  the  gentleman  who  wrote  this 
report. 

In  its  efforts  to  disassociate  its  au¬ 
thors  from  the  results  of  past  errors, 
the  report  labors  mightily,  but  uncon¬ 
vincingly,  to  cast  upon  the  present  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  full  blame  for  the 
current  problems.  The  report  fails  to 
emphasize  that  the  present  situation 
flows  from  many  years  of  erroneous  farm 
policy.  It  fails  to  point  out  that  the 
present  surpluses  were  acquired  under 
the  program  voted  by  preceding  Con¬ 
gresses.  It  fails  to  point  out  that  pres¬ 
ent  costs  of  carrying  and  disposing  of 
such  surpluses  are  the  inevitable  con¬ 
sequence  of  the  farm  policies  that  Con¬ 
gress  has  changed  in  only  minor  respect 
since  their  enactment. 

The  report  uses  1952  as  a  year  for 
comparison.  1952  was  a  war  year.  We 
were  asking,  yes  even  demanding,  that 
our  farmers  increase  production.  For 
example,  we  tossed  out  wheat  acreage 
allotments  and  requested  stepped-up 
production.  These  actions  were  not 
comparable  to  a  peacetime  period  such  as 
we  have  enjoyed  since  then.  Why  does 
the  report  not  use  1939  or  1940  as  a  year 
of  comparison? 

The  report  suggests  a  new  farm  pro¬ 
gram.  But  the  program  they  suggest 
appears  to  me  to  be  suspiciously  similar 
to  the  old  domestic  allotment  plan  that 
the  legislative  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  has  kicked  around  for  the  past  15 
years.  It  would  substitute  for  one  fail¬ 
ing  program  a  new  program  that  would 
involve  even  more  comprehensive  regu¬ 
lation  and  Government  control  than  we 
now  have  and  in  my  judgment  have 
less  chance  of  success. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  require 
to  read  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
a  telegram  which  I  sent  in  response  to 
this  letter  which  I  received  this  morn¬ 
ing.  May  I  say  to  the  membership  that 
this  letter  to  me  was  mimeographed  and 
released  to  the  press  and  distributed  at 
the  time  I  received  the  original  draft. 
At  that  time  I  dispatched  the  following 
telegram  to  the  Secretary: 

May  14,  1957. 

Hon.  Ezra  T.  Benson, 

Secretary  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Your  lengthy  letter  dated  May  14  making 
comments  on  report  by  the  Appropriations 
Committee  on  agricultural  appropriation. 
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•which  comes  up  today,  has  just  been  de¬ 
livered  to  me  by  special  messenger.  The 
press  advises  you  have  released  this  letter 
to  them. 

I  am  pleased  to  have  your  agreement  on 
much  of  the  report  and  your  comments  dif¬ 
fering  with  other  matters  in  the  committee 
report.  You  mention  you  are  surprised  at 
some  statements  in  the  report.  Certainly 
after  our  questions  and  your  answers  of 
February  26,  1957,  plus  the  records  of  the 
Department,  I  cannot  see  that  you  should  be 
surprised.  May  I  say  the  fact  that  you  dif¬ 
fer  with  some  of  the  findings  of  the  ap¬ 
propriations  committee  is  not  surprising  to 
me.  It  is  obvious  that  had  you  been  in 
agreement  with  the  views  of  the  appropria¬ 
tions  committee  you  would  have  no  doubt 
changed  the  policies  of  the  Department  long 
since.  You  will  recall  that  for  3  years  we 
tried  to  get  you  to  use  your  authority  to  sell 
competitively  in  world  markets.  When  you 
finally  did,  it  worked  out  surprisingly  well, 
as  you  graciously  said  in  our  hearings  of  Feb¬ 
ruary  26.  Then  and  later  on  April  16,  when 
we  pointed  out  to  you  what  had  happened  to 
production  and  CCC  investment  during  the 
period  which  you  have  been  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  we  were  pleased  to  see  you  rec¬ 
ognize  that  time  and  developments  have 
proven  the  unsoundness  of  many  views  which 
had  been  held  by  you  and  other  departmental 
policymakers.  I  was  glad  to  see  that  you 
later  passed  on  to  Senator  Ellender  and 
the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  these 
acknowledgments  which  you  made  to  our 
committee  in  our  hearings  on  those  dates. 
This  gave  me  the  most  hope  for  an  objective 
study  of  the  farm  situation  I  have  had  in  a 
long  time.  I  sincerely  believe  further  study 
by  yourself  and  others  of  the  records  within 
the  Department  will  lead  you  to  an  aware¬ 
ness  that  we  cannot  regulate  world  produc¬ 
tion  by  merely  cutting  domestic  production 
and,  further,  that  the  chief  incentives  to  in¬ 
creased  United  States  production  are  limita¬ 
tion  on  acreage  and  reduction  in  price.  I 
know  of  no  instance  where  the  farmer  loses 
income  by  reason  of  reduction  in  price  that 
he  does  not  try  to  make  up  the  loss  by  in¬ 
creased  production  either  in  the  acreage  con¬ 
trolled  commodity  or  some  other. 

As  you  well  know,  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  has  authority,  which  incidentally  we 
did  not  use,  to  prohibit  the  use  of  any  money 
for  the  acreage  reserve  part  of  the  soil  bank 
beyond  present  contracts,  dependent  of 
course,  upon  the  approval  of  the  Congress. 

I  regret  that  we  cannot  modify  those  places 
in  our  report  where  you  differ  with  the  find¬ 
ings  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations.  I 
think  it  is  significant  that  no  minority  re¬ 
port  was  filed  by  any  member  of  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee,  either  Republican  or 
Democrat.  I  trust  that  on  further  study  you 
will  come  around  to  seeing  the  soundness  of 
the  findings  of  our  committee,  which  I  as¬ 
sure  you  are  based  upon  the  records  of  your 
own  Department.  The  committee  report 
agrees  that  you  inherited  a  bad  situation  so 
far  as  farm  income  is  concerned.  The  point, 
however,  is  that  after  4  years  the  farm  sit¬ 
uation  is  much  worse. 

I  have  tried  in  the  report  and  in  this  tele¬ 
gram  to  hold  this  controversial  issue  as  to 
the  causes  of  the  increasingly  serious  farm 
situation  away  from  personalities.  We  give 
you  full  credit  for  sincerity  and  honesty  of 
purpose  and  desire.  As  you  said  in  the  hear¬ 
ings,  you  and  I  will  probably  always  argue 
the  farm  problem.  I  close  with  the  hope 
that  you  will  give  more  study  to  our  report 
and  the  facts  which  support  it. 

Cordially, 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Agri¬ 
cultural  Appropriations, 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  has  expired. 


Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Smith]. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  want  to  address  myself  briefly  to 
two  points  in  the  committee  report  with 
which  I  strongly  disagree.  Before  doing 
this,  however,  I  would  like  to  compliment 
the  committee  upon  many  other  aspects 
of  the  report  with  which  I  strongly 
concur. 

I  think  the  report  on  the  operation  of 
the  soil  bank,  for  instance,  makes  the 
fallacies  of  this  program  very  clear.  If 
we  continue  to  make  the  basis  of  the 
farm  program  a  plan  for  paying  farmers 
not  to  farm,  many  more  wasteful  scan¬ 
dals  will  result. 

The  domestic  allotment  program  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  committee,  under  the  head¬ 
ing,  “Suggestions  for  a  New  Farm  Pro¬ 
gram,”  on  page  7,  may  have  some 
advantages  for  rather  limited  crops.  I 
think  it  would  be  dangerous,  however,  if 
the  domestic  allotment  program  were 
adopted  for  some  of  our  major  com¬ 
modities.  This  is  particularly  true  in  the 
case  of  cotton,  the  crop  in  which  I  am 
most  interested. 

Cotton  farmers  today  seek  more  acres 
on  which  to  produce  their  crops.  Their 
markets  are  limited  primarily  because  of 
the  competition  of  synthetic  fibers.  Un¬ 
til  the  price  of  cotton  becomes  competi¬ 
tive  domestically  with  synthetic  fibers, 
farmers  will  have  to  contend  with  more 
and  more  cotton  acreage  reductions. 
With  domestic  production  regularly  re¬ 
duced,  cotton  would  soon  become  almost 
solely  an  export  crop.  It  is  not  likely 
that  the  export  market  would  be  in  any 
way  stable  or  firm. 

The  proposal  to  restrict  production  in 
terms  of.  bales  or  pounds  instead  of 
acreage  would  also  strike  directly  at  the 
heart  of  our  traditional  incentive  system 
and  would  penalize  energy  and  initiative 
and  any  type  of  progress  toward  greater 
productivity  of  labor.  The  overall  plan 
would  result  in  far  more  regimentation  of 
the  farmer  than  we  have  yet  experienced. 

The  disadvantages  of  the  domestic 
allotment  program  for  the  cotton  farmer 
are  apparent  enough  without  dwelling 
upon  the  problem  from  the  viewpoint  of 
our  cotton  spinners.  The  plan  presented 
by  the  committee  would  have  a  system 
of  American  mills  buying  in  an  arti¬ 
ficially  priced  market  to  compete  against 
American  cotton  sold  abroad  at  perhaps 
incredibly  low  levels. 

Any  new  type  of  program  for  cotton 
must  have  as  a  first  objective  the  reduc¬ 
tion  in  price  in  order  to  meet  the  compe¬ 
tition  of  other  fibers.  If  this  price  re¬ 
duction  must  be  accompanied  by  any 
type  of  Government  subsidy,  the  sub¬ 
sidy  should  be  in  the  direction  of  the 
consumer,  and,  consequently,  benefit  all 
segments  of  our  economy. 

I  was  very  much  surprised  at  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  comment  on  page  12  in  regard 
to  the  Commission  on  the  Increased  In¬ 
dustrial  Use  of  Agricultural  Products. 
If  there  is  anything  that  the.  American 
farmer  needs  today  in  order  to  increase 
his  income,  it  is  greater  consumption  of 
the  products  of  his  farm.  An  alarmingly 
small  amount  of  farm  products  are  to¬ 


day  used  in  industry.  If  there  is  any  one 
field  of  Government  research  of  benefit 
to  the  farmer  that  should  be  expanded 
today,  it  is  that  of  industrial  usage  for 
farm  products. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Rooney]. 

(Mr.  ROONEY  asked  and  was  granted 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  speak  out  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection? 

There  was  no  objection. 

PROPOSED  DENIAL  OP  VA  HOSPITAL  FACILITIES  TO 
NON-SERVICE-CONNECTED  VETERANS 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
been  trying  to  get  this  time  on  the  floor 
of  the  House  today  since  high  noon  to 
bring  to  your  attention  another  budget¬ 
ary  hassle  which  concerns  the  war  vet¬ 
erans  of  Brooklyn  and  veterans  through¬ 
out  the  United  States. 

On  yesterday  I  entitled  my  remarks  at 
page  A3649  of  the  Record'  with  regard 
to  President  Eisenhower’s  budgetary  dif¬ 
ficulties  “That  Mess  in  Washington.” 
Now  we  have  another  one.  Last  night, 
here  in  Washington,  I  received  a  tele¬ 
phone  call  from  the  county  commander 
of  Brooklyn — Kings  County  Council  of 
the  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars — advis¬ 
ing  that  an  order  emanated  last  week 
from  the  Washington  office  of  the  United 
States  Veterans’  Administration  direct¬ 
ing  that  from  here  on  until  the  1st  of 
July  no  non-service-connected  war  vet¬ 
eran  patients  should  be  admitted  to  the 
Fort  Hamilton  Veterans’  Administration 
Hospital.  This  caused  utter  consterna¬ 
tion  in  veterans’  ranks.  If  such  a  policy 
were  to  be  pursued  for  any  period  of  time 
this  would  mean  that  we  would  not  have 
very  many  patients  in  our  VA  hospitals, 
because  everyone  knows  that  the  pre¬ 
ponderant  number  of  the  patients  are 
non-service-connected  war  veterans. 

The  Veterans’  Administration  came 
up  here  on  April  2  in  connection  with  the 
third  supplemental  appropriation  bill 
which  passed  the  House  a  week  ago  to¬ 
day.  They  asked  for  $3  million  by  way 
of  transfers  and  proposed  to  absorb 
$2,333,000  to  cover  certain  wage-board 
increases  which  have  to  be  paid.  This 
House,  without  objection  on  the  part  of 
anyone,  directed  that  the  VA  absorb  $3 
million  and  provided  language  at  page  5 
of  the  bill  which  in  effect  permitted  use 
of  $2,333,000  for  this  purpose.  This 
means  that  they  were  asked  to  absorb 
45  percent  of  1  percent  of  the  in-patient 
care  money  in  then-  hands,  the  present 
total  appropriation  for  in-patient  care 
in  these  veterans’  hospitals  being 
$862,900,000.  Whereupon,  like  the 
Postmaster  General  Summerfield  fiasco 
with  regard  to  the  postal  service  to  which 
the  public  is  entitled,  the  Veterans’  Ad¬ 
ministration,  with  this  appropriation 
bill  still  waiting  to  be  acted  upon  in  the 
other  body,  sent  out  a  dispatch  under 
date  of  May  9,  1957,  in  which  they  di¬ 
rected  that  as  a  result  of  their  version  of 
the  appropriations  situation  the  man¬ 
agers  of  their  various  VA  hospitals 
should,  “(1)  defer  all  equipment  issues 
until  after  July  1”;  “(2)  defer  all  main- 
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tenance  and  repair  work,  including  can¬ 
cellation  of  contracts  where  this  action 
will  not  result  in  a  liability  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment”;  and  “(3)  not  filling  position 
vacancies  created  by  attrition  for  the 
remainder  of  the  fiscal  year,  52  days.” 
But  “(4)”,  and  I  quote,  “restricting  ad¬ 
missions  to  priority  groups  1-4  and 
emergent  cases  to  the  extent  that  this 
may  be  necessary  to  assure  adequate 
patient  care,”  was  the  one  that  caused 
my  blood  pressure  to  rise. 

Priority  groups  1  to  4 — I  shall  read  the 
details  with  regard  to  these  four 
groups — consist  entirely  of  service-con¬ 
nected  patients. 

These  four  priorities  are  as  follows: 

First.  Service -connected  disability  for 
wartime  veterans. 

Second.  Service-connected  disability 
for  peacetime  veterans. 

Third.  Observation  and  examination 
in  connection  with  disability  compensa¬ 
tion  or  pension. 

Fourth.  Service-connected  veterans 
being  treated  in  other  than  Veterans’ 
Administration  hospitals  requesting 
transfer  to  Veterans’  Administration 
hospitals. 

At  this  point  I  shall  read  the  directive 
issued  by  Dr.  William  S.  Middleton, 
Chief  Medical  Director,  from  his  office 
here  in  Washington  under  date  of  May  9, 
1957: 

Managers,  All  VA  Hospitals,  Centers  ( Except 

Denver),  All  VA  Domiciliaries,  and  All 

Area  Medical  Directors: 

Priority/medical  increases  granted  wage 
board  employees  for  fiscal  year  1957  amount 
to  $5%  million.  Supplemental  appropria¬ 
tions  presently  not  available  for  payment  of 
these  wage  board  increases.  Costs  of  wage 
board  increases  approved  for  payment 
through  September  23,  1956,  must  be  ab¬ 
sorbed  within  current  appropriations.  Pay¬ 
ment  of  wage  board  increases  approved  dur¬ 
ing  period  September  23,  1956,  through  July 
1,  1957,  must  be  deferred  pending  an  overall 
appraisal  of  the  methods  of  absorbing  this 
additional  cost  within  current  appropria¬ 
tions.  In  view  of  this  situation  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  assess  against  current  allocations  for 
all  activities  supported  from  the  inpatient 
care  appropriation,  such  amounts  as  are  nec¬ 
essary  to  provide  funds  for  the  payment  of 
wage  board  increases.  Accordingly,  your 
fourth  quarter  84-8500.001  01-13  allotment 
is  decreased  by  1  percent.  Appropriate 
withdrawal  documents  will  be  issued.  It  is 
recognized  that  this  is  a  serious  problem 
which  will  require  most  stringent  measures 
to  assure  continued  operation  of  your  sta¬ 
tion  within  the  funds  remaining  since  there 
are  only  52  calendar  days  remaining  in  the 
fiscal  year.  It  is  within  your  discretion  to 
determine  what  course  of  action  will  best 
solve  this  problem  with  the  least  harmful 
effect.  However,  to  the  extent  necessary  to 
accomplish  this  reduction,  the  following 
course  of  action  is  suggested:  (1)  Deferral 
of  all  the  equipment  issues  until  after  July  1 
by  retaining  delivered  equipment  in  the  ware¬ 
house  and  recording  in  general  ledger  tem¬ 
porary  holding  account  471462  and  by  can¬ 
cellation  of  obligations  for  equipment  estab¬ 
lished  in  accordance  with  paragraph  3B.04b 
of  VA  Manual  MP-4,  Part  IV;  (2)  deferral  of 
all  maintenance  and  repair  work  including 
cancellation  of  contracts  where  this  action 
will  not  result  in  a  liability  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment;  (3)  not  filling  position  vacancies 
created  by  attrition  for  the  remainder  of  the 
fiscal  year;  and  (4)  restricting  admissions  to 
priority  groups  1-4  and  emergent  cases  to 
the  extent  that  this  may  be  necessary  to 


assure  adequate  patient  care.  It  is  essen¬ 
tial  that  a  deficiency  situation  does  not 
exist  at  your  station  on  June  30.  Since  $1,- 
300,000  in  addition  to  this  assessment  must 
be  saved  to  cover  the  wage  board  increases 
approved  for  the  period  September  23,  1956, 
through  July  1,  1957,  your  cooperation  is 
requested  in  making  such  savings  as  are 
possible  in  addition  to  this  assessment  and 
reporting  these  savings  to  central  office.  Bi¬ 
weekly,  each  station  will  report  the  status 
of  its  progress  in  developing  additional 
savings  (142). 

Signed  and  dispatched  May  9,  1957. 

William  S.  Middleton, 

Chief  Medical  Director. 

Then,  after  having  pulled  this  boner 
and  gotten  all  the  war  veterans  and  vet¬ 
erans’  organizations  in  Brooklyn,  N.  Y. — 
and  it  is  the  largest  community  in  the 
United  States  of  war  veterans — all  ex¬ 
cited  about  this,  they  sent  out  this  wire 
on  the  following  day: 

Managers,  All  VA  Hospitals,  Centers  ( Except 
Denver) ,  All  VA  Domiciliaries,  and  Alt 
Area  Medical  Directors: 

Priority /Medical  Remytel  May  9  concern¬ 
ing  budgetary  adjustments,  it  is  intended 
that  the  application  of  the  suggested  course 
of  action  will  be  in  the  priority  as  listed. 
Should  the  restriction  of  admissions,  item 
(4)  be  required  in  order  to  meet  the  re¬ 
duction  in  funds,  you  will  advise  this  office 
prior  to  applying  the  restrictions  (142). 

Signed  and  dispatched  May  10,  1957. 

William  S.  Middleton, 

Chief  Medical  Director. 

My  question  is  whether  this  is  another 
example  of  an  attempt  to  pressure  the 
Congress  with  regard  to  appropriations 
such  as  Mr.  Postmaster  General  Sum- 
merfield  tried. 

Is  it  possible  that  45  percent  of  1  per¬ 
cent  of  a  $662,900,000  appropriation  can¬ 
not  be  absorbed? 

There  is  only  one  answer  to  it. 

The  war  veteran  is  entitled  to  the  hos¬ 
pital  care  that  the  law  says  he  is  en¬ 
titled  to,  and  if  the  Veterans’  Adminis¬ 
tration  and  President  Eisenhower’s  ad¬ 
ministration  cannot  furnish  this  care  in 
the  same  manner  in  which  it  has  been 
furnished  heretofore,*  the  public  ought 
to  know  about  it. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  25  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Vursell]. 

(Mr.  VURSELL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr'.  VURSELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  be¬ 
fore  proceeding  with  my  talk  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  farm  problem  I  might 
suggest  that  since  the  gentleman  who 
just  spoke  has  a  very  solid  Democratic 
majority  it  would  seem  they  ought  to  be 
able  to  take  care  of  the  matter  of  which 
he  complains. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  shall  not  go 
into  much  detail  with  reference  to  the 
various  items  in  this  bill,  because  they 
have  been  very  thoroughly  explored  by 
former  speakers.  May  I  say  that  we 
did  reduce  the  bill  for  the  regular  ac¬ 
tivities  about  $1,610,000,000,  and  we  did 
appropriate  or  authorize  for  REA  and 
all  those  other  organizations  that  pay 
their  money  back,  and  we  did  take  care 
of  the  school-lunch  fund,  and  we  did 
try  to  cut  the  regular  activities  back  to 
about  the  1947  level,  yet  at  the  same 
time  we  met  certain  other  needs  in¬ 
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eluding  the  retirement  fund  of  some¬ 
thing  over  $19  million. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VURSELL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  BECKER.  A  statement  was  just 
made  on  the  floor  of  the  House  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Rooney] 
with  reference  to  a  directive  of  the  Vet¬ 
erans’  Administration  affecting  vet¬ 
erans’  facilities  in  Brooklyn  and  others 
elsewhere. 

I  took  occasion  when  the  gentleman 
finished  to  call  Director  Kruger.  The 
statement  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  gave  was  not  completely  accurate. 
I  think  perhaps  he  ought  to  get  a  copy 
of  the  directive  or  order  and  he  will  find 
it  different.  Perhaps  tomorrow  a  copy 
of  the  order  that  was  issued  should  be 
placed  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  yield  at  this 
point  so  that  I  may  briefly  answer  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Becker] ? 

Mr.  VURSELL.  I  will  yield  very 
briefly. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  I  say  to  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend  from  New  York  that  I 
have  already  inserted  in  the  Record  a 
copy  of  both  directives,  the  one  that 
went  out  on  the  9th  of  May  and  the  one 
following  that  on  the  10th  of  May. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Dr.  Kruger  informs 
me  that  the  directive  is  not  being  en¬ 
forced  because  they  were  not  ordered  to 
refuse  nondisabled  veterans. 

Mr.  VURSELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
are  discussing  a  very  serious  department 
of  this  Government,  so  far  as  its  funds 
and  policies  are  concerned.  What  we  do 
in  the  future,  I  hope,  will  be  better  than 
what  we  have  done  in  the  past.  We  have 
seen  so  much  gloom  spread  on  the  floor 
of  this  House  today  about  the  deplorable 
condition  of  the  farmers  and  of  agricul¬ 
ture  generally  that  probably  a  statement 
of  fresh,  stern  facts  might  be  in  order  at 
this  time.  That  is  my  purpose  in  giving 
some  facts  today  to  the  House. 

I  feel  that  our  committee  went  about 
as  far  as  we  could,  or  should,  go  in  re¬ 
ducing  the  annual  appropriations  for  the 
bill  before  us  to  $1,610,024,848  for  the 
regular  activities  of  the  Department, 
which  include  $19,399,515  for  retirement- 
fund  contributions. 

Actually,  the  sum  appropriated  is 
$403,738,260  less  than  the  $2,013,403,108 
available  for  expenditure  in  the  present 
fiscal  year.  It  is,  in  fact,  $272,556,860 
less  than  was  recommended  in  the 
budget,  and  is  a  reduction  of  14%  per¬ 
cent  for  these  activities;  in  fact,  outside 
of  the  soil  bank  and  the  soil-  and  water- 
conservation  programs,  we  have  just 
about  reduced  the  budget  request  for 
these  activities  to  the  1957  level. 

We  have  included  in  the  bill  an  appro¬ 
priation  in  the  sum  of  $1,239,788,671  to 
restore  capital  impairment  of  the  CCC 
through  June  30,  1956,  under  its  price- 
support  activities.  A  large  part  of  this 
amount  is  for  storage,  handling,  trans¬ 
portation,  administrative  and  interest 
costs,  and  the  balance  represents  price- 
support  losses  on  commodities  sold  by 
the  corporation. 
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The  bill  also  provides  $843,076,238  to 
reimburse  the  CCC  for  money  expended 
in  the  fiscal  year  1956  for  various  non¬ 
price-support  programs  under  special 
legislative  directives.  Were  these  items 
added,  the  bill  carries  a  total,  appropria- 
tionwise,  of  $3,692,889,757.  Of  course, 
authorizations  are  carried  in  the  bill  for 
rural  electrification  administration  and 
Farmers’  Home  Administration.  These 
amounts  are  merely  authorized  for  loans 
which  are  eventually  paid  to  the  Treas¬ 
ury  with  interest. 

Although  holding  back  the  appropri¬ 
ations  to  the  1957  level  plus  funds  to 
meet  the  mandatory  retirement  contri¬ 
butions,  the  committee  has  not  elimi¬ 
nated,  or  denied,  any  part  of  the  new 
program  requested  in  the  1958  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  heard  so  much 
today  about  the  dire  conditions  of  agri¬ 
culture  that  it  might  be  a  good  idea  to 
have  a  few  facts. 

While  we  all  admit  that  agriculture 
has  had  a  rather  difficult  time  over  the 
past  several  years,  with  the  transition 
from  war  to  peace,  I  think  the  facts  will 
show  that  agriculture  has  come  through 
its  most  difficult  time. 

We  all  know  that  after  World  War  II 
was  over,  the  price  of  farm  products 
started  down  in  1948  and  fell  rapidly — • 
reaching  an  alltime  low  in  December 
1955. 

Since  that  time,  farm  prices  have 
slowly  but  steadily  advanced,  and  as  of 
March  1956  were  up  4  percent,  and  the 
further  increase  in  farmers’  net  income 
in  1957  over  1956  is  expected  to  be  4 
percent,  or  better,  which  will  reach  an 
increase  of  8  percent  or  better,  for  1957. 

There  is  every  reason  to  believe  that 
farm  income  will  continue  to  rise  in  the 
years  ahead.  I  say  this  because  demand 
for  farm  products  is  running  stronger 
than  last  year,  with  over  60  million  peo¬ 
ple  employed  and  business  expanding, 
consumer  income  is  still  gaining — prom¬ 
ising  stronger  demand  for  meats,  dairy, 
poultry,  and  other  farm  products. 

Reduced  plantings,  mainly  because  of 
the  soil  bank,  are  likely  to  cut  crop  out¬ 
put  this  year.  The  placing  of  over  21 
million  acres  in  the  soil-bank  acreage 
reserve  will  play  a  significant  part  in 
cutback  of  production.  Crop  acreage 
planted  this  year  may  be  the  lowest  in 
40  years.  This  estimate  is  based  on  a 
March  1  survey  of  farmers’  planting 
plans  for  16  cx-ops. 

STATUS  OF  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION' 

Seci-etary  Benson,  who  appeared  re¬ 
cently  before  our  committee,  testified  as 
follows: 

During  the  fiscal  year,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  has  made  price-sup- 
pox-t  loans  totaling  $2%  billion  thi-ough 
Februai-y  28,  1957,  compared  with  $2.8 
billion  thi-ough  the  same  dates  last 
year — a  comparative  reduction  in  sup¬ 
port  loans  of.  $550  million.  That  is  a 
move  in  the  right  direction  toward  lower 
surpluses. 

INVENTORY 

It  is  important  to  note,  that  the  upward 
rise  of  the  inventory  of  the  surplus  com¬ 
modities  in  the  CCC  has  been  halted 
through  aggressive  sales  and  other  dis¬ 
posals  of  surplus  commodities. 


During  the  first  8  months  of  this  fiscal 
year  the  value  of  inventories  moved  out 
of  the  CCC  i-eached  $2.7  billion.  Secre¬ 
tary  Benson  testified  before  our  com¬ 
mittee  that  by  June  30,  the  end  of  the 
current  fiscal  year,  it  is  estimated  CCC 
will  own  surplus  commodities  valued  at 
$5  V2  billion,  a  reduction  of  over  $400  mil¬ 
lion  from  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal 
year.  He  says  we  expect  this  trend  to 
continue  until  next  year — with  further 
reduction  in  the  Corporation’s  holdings. 

Testimony  before  our  committee 
showed  that  CCC  managed  to  raise  its 
sales  and  other  disposals  in  fiscal  year 
1956  to  an  all-time  peacetime  high  of 
$2,723,000,000,  and  they  expect  that  1957 
figures  will  reach  a  still  higher  total  of 
$3,976,000,000. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  sales  on 
the  world  market  and  other  disposals, 
even  on  so  large  a  scale  as  this  have  been 
accomplished  in  peacetime  without  ris- 
rupting  market  prices  at  home  or  abroad. 

It  is  also  important  to  note  that  from 
July  1,  1953,  to  Febi-uary  28,  1957,  61 
percent  of  CCC  stock  sales  have  been 
made  for  dollars.  Another  12  percent 
was  in  the  form  of  donations;  11  percent 
in  barter;  7  percent  in  other  transfei-s 
and  section  32  sales;  and  9  percent  in 
sales  for  foreign  cun-ency. 

Since  January  1,  1956,  in  sales  of  cot¬ 
ton  for  export,  handled  on  a  competitive 
bid  basis,  CCC  disposed  of  9,297,339  bales 
up  to  April  2.  Eighty  percent  of  these 
transactions  were  for  dollars. 

EXPORTS 

Farmers  have  a  right  to  be  encouraged 
by  the  fact  that  agriculture  exports  as  a 
whole  have  been  setting  new  value  and 
quantity  records.  During  the  first  8 
months  of  fiscal  1957,  farm  exports  in¬ 
creased  48  percent  in  value  and  53  per¬ 
cent  in  quantity  over  the  same  period  a 
year  earlier.  At  this  rate,  total  value 
of  farm  exports  for  all  of  1956-57  should 
reach  the  all-time  high  of  almost  $4.5 
billion,  or  an  increase  of  about  $1  bil¬ 
lion  over  last  fiscal  year.  Chief  gains 
this  year  have  been  cotton — up  355  per¬ 
cent;  grains  and  feed  up  46  percent; 
vegetables,  oils,  and  oilseed  up  29  per¬ 
cent;  fruits  and  vegetables  up  20  percent. 

Our  export  trade,  now  the  highest  in 
30  years,  will  continue  to  increase  be¬ 
cause  of  the  awakening  of  the  people 
worldwide,  who  are  demanding  a  higher- 
standard  of  living. 

This  is  no  time  to  falter,  or  turn  back 
from  the  sound  policies  we  have  adopted, 
after  we  have  weathered  the  worst  of  the 
economic  farm-pi-ice  squeeze,  and  for 
over  a  year  have  been  slowly  but  surely 
on  the  upgrade  to  a  long  and  sustained 
prosperity  for  the  farmers. 

We  tried  high-price  supports,  which 
failed  uttei-ly,  after  both  World  War  II 
and  the  Korean  war,  to  hold  prices  up 
and  pi-otect  the  farmer,  with  the  result 
that  the  mountain  of  surpluses  and  the 
billions  of  dollars  spent  in  that  losing 
fight  continued  to  force  farm  prices 
downward  from  1948  to  1955. 

Thei-e  are  three  factoi-s  in  the  policy 
we  are  now  following  that  offer  the 
gi*eatest  hope  fo’-  the  permanent  solution 
of  our  farm  ti-oubles. 

The  key  policy  is  the  application  of  the 
soil  bank,  that  this  year  will  take  over  21 
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million  acres  of  productive  land  out  of 
production  in  the  acreage-reserve  pro- 
gram. 

The  second  factor  that  has  done  so 
much  to  continue  a  strong  market  for  the 
grains  and  basic  commodities  is  our 
widening  of  export  mai'kets,  which  will 
continue  to  increase  in  volume. 

The  third  factor,  since  90  pei-cent  of 
our  farm  products  are  consumed  in  the 
domestic  market,  is  our  continued  pros¬ 
perity,  which  guarantees  greater  demand 
and  •  greater  consumption  of  farm  N 
products. 

These  three  factors  added  to  our  popu¬ 
lation  inci-ease  of  some  3  million  people 
a  year,  are  sound  policies  that  give  the 
fanner  the  greatest  guaranty  of  increas¬ 
ing  and  sustaining  his  prospei-ity. 

I  would  like  to  quote  some  statements 
from  the  May  1957  Farm  Journal,  which 
publication,  I  am  sure,  comes  to  every 
Congressman’s  desk:  “Cash  in  on  the 
hog  prices  just  ahead.  Look  for  hog 
prices  to  look  up  in  June.  Hogs  are  real 
moneymakers  at  present  corn  prices. 
Top  out  cattle  and  ship  to  market.  Cat¬ 
tle  prices  have  done  well  for  this  time  of 
year.  There  are  quite  a  few  fed  cattle 
yet  to  be  sold.  Summer  prices  will  go  up 
again.  Busy  market  for  stock  cattle  is 
not  likely  to  ease  off  soon.  Soybean 
prices  may  rise  in  May.”  May  I  say  that 
all  farmers  know  that  this  billion-dollar 
soybean  crop  the  past  2  yeai-s  has  sold  at 
prices  that  were  most  profitable. 

Continuing  to  quote  from  the  Farm 
Journal: 

Corn  prices  may  not  be  as  low  as  expected 
this  fall.  The  soil  bank  has  taken  up  more 
than  4.5  million  acres,  and  farmers  intend 
to  plant  5  percent  less  than  last  year. 

And  as  proof  that  the  farmers  are  do¬ 
ing  pretty  well,  I  quote  again  from  the 
Farm  Journal,  and  this  is  strong  evi¬ 
dence  : 

Land  prices  show  no  signs  of  slackening 
off.  Latest  report  shows  values  went  up  2 
percent  in  only  4  months’  time.  Farmers  are 
competing  for  land  to  increase  the  size  of 
their  farms. 

Now  let  me  give  you  some  facts  on  the 
great  agricultural  State  of  Illinois,  whose 
gross  value  of  farm  products  last  year 
was  $2,092,000,000.  From  the  news¬ 
papers  of  Illinois  Tuesday,  May  9,  1957, 
here  are  the  headlines:  “Illinois  Farms 
Avei-age  $31  Per  Acre  Net”  and  “Illinois 
Farmers  Net  During  1956  Highest  Since 
1951.” 

That  was  the  year  when  the  Korean 
war  was  at  its  height  under  the  Truman 
administration,  when  we  had  a  war  infla¬ 
tion  of  14  percent  in  prices.  Today  we 
have  the  following  story  taken  from  an 
Illinois  newspaper: 

A  farm  record  summary  Just  completed  by 
the  University  of  Illinois,  Department  of 
Agricultural  Economics,  shows  that  Illinois 
farmers’  1956  earnings  were  the  highest  since 
1951.  Mr.  A.  G.  Mueller,  in  charge  of  sum¬ 
marizing  farm  records,  explains  that  record 
high  corn,  soybeans,  and  wheat  yields  and 
improved  cattle  and  hog  prices  were  largely 
responsible  for  this  increase. 

This  same  condition  prevails  in  many 
States  throughout  the  commercial  corn 
area. 

I  venture  the  assertion  that  very  few 
Congressmen  are  receiving  letters  today 
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from  the  farmers  complaining  of  their 
economic  conditions.  They  are  getting 
letters  from  farmers  urging  them  to  re¬ 
duce  governmental  expense  and  to  re¬ 
duce  taxes. 

I  do  not  mean  to  infer  that  the  farmer 
is  yet  getting  his  full  share  of  prosperity; 
however,  I  do  believe  that  a  great  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  farmers  have  confidence  in 
the  Secretary  ~of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Benson, 
and  his  administration  in  the  support 
of  the  soil  bank,  and  his  success  in  re¬ 
ducing  farm  surpluses — which  surpluses 
the  farmers  know  have  been  depressing 
farm  prices — and  with  our  policy  of  in¬ 
creasing  exports  which  will  help  to  in¬ 
crease  the  general  prosperity  of  the  farm 
people.  '• 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  understand  an 
amendment  may  be  offered  to  exclude 
the  soil  bank  appropriation  for  $500  mil¬ 
lion  in  this  bill  for  acreage  reserve  for 
the  1958  farm  crop. 

I  know  of  no  move  that  could  be  taken 
that  would  be  more  detrimental  to  the 
entire  structure  of  agriculture  if  such  an 
amendment  should  be  approved.  It 
would  show  irresponsibility  on  the  part 
of  the  Congress.  It  would  add  confusion 
to  and  discourage  the  hope  of  the  farm¬ 
ers  that  has  been  built  up,  and  tend  to 
depress  farm  prices,  and  might  greatly 
slow  down  the  recovery  of  farm  prices 
which  have  been  continuing  upward  for 
the  second  year. 

The  Agricultural  Legislative  Act  has 
authorized  $750  million  for  the  acreage 
reserve  for  1958.  A  majority  of  the 
committee  went  too  far  in  cutting  back 
the  budget  request  for  $750  million  for 
1958  to  $500  million.  Ample  appropria¬ 
tions  should  be  made  so  that  the  farm¬ 
ers  will  know  far  enough  ahead  so  that 
they  may  plant  the  amount  of  acreage 
they  desire  to  put  in  acreage  reserve  for 
the  1958  crop. 

I  have  been  in  touch  this  morning  with 
the  policy  official  here  in  Washington, 
speaking  for  the  great  American  Farm 
Bureau  Federation,  with  a  membership 
of  1,600,000  farmers  who  authorized  me 
to  state  that  they  were  adamantly  op¬ 
posed  to  any  amendment  that  would  re¬ 
duce  or  strike  out  of  the  budget  the  soil 
bank  funds  for  1958  crops  that  were 
authorized  in  the  basic  legislative  act — ■ 
in  fact,  they  told  me  they  felt  that  the 
billion  dollars  authorized  in  the  act  for 
1958  should  be  approved,  which  covers 
both  acreage  reserve  and  conservation 
reserve,  leaving  it  largely  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  the  allocation  of  the 
funds  between  acreage  reserve  and  con¬ 
servation  reserve — both  provided  for  in 
the  Soil  Bank  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  I  have  great  re¬ 
spect  and  esteem  for  our  chairman  [Mr. 
Whitten],  I  confess  that  I  cannot  agree 
with  the  general  tenor  of  the  committee 
report  he  edited,  the  verbiage  of  which, 
in  several  instances,  goes  too  far  in  try¬ 
ing  to  prove  that  the  policies  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  over  the  past  4 
years  have  failed.  I  am  disappointed  as 
well  in  his  criticism  of  the  initiating  of 
the  soil  bank. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  since  Mr.  Whit¬ 
ten  in  his  report  goes  to  great  length  to 
make  out  a  case  that  the  policies  of  this 
administration  and  Secretary  Benson, 


with  reference  to  the  farm  policy,  has 
failed,  let  us  look  at  the  record  of  his 
party  in  the  past,  where  we  will  find  the 
real  cause  that  plunged  the  farmers  into 
the  price  squeeze  inherited  by  this  ad¬ 
ministration  in  January  1953. 

He  and  his  party  then,  and  many  of 
its  members  up  to  the  present  time  fa¬ 
vored  crop  controls,  and  a  rigid  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity,  and,  in  fact,  kept  that 
policy  on  the  statute  books  up  to  the 
farm  crop  of  1955,  when  we  finally  suc¬ 
ceeded,  over  his  and  their  opposition,  by 
adoping  flexible  price  supports  from 
82  %  percent  to  90  percent. 

They  refused  to  lower  the  90  percent 
wartime  parity  support  price  that  was 
passed,  in  order  to  increase  production  of 
food  to  win  the  war.  When  the  war 
was  over,  they  continued  this  same  in¬ 
centive  for  greater  production. 

Surpluses  piled  up,  and  farm  prices 
began  to  drop  in  1948  from  a  parity  in¬ 
dex  as  of  January  1948  of  118  to  96 
percent  in  1952.  Farm  prices  declined 
22  percent  under  the  last  4  years  of  the 
Truman  administration.  They  con¬ 
tinued  to  decline  under  the  Eisenhower 
administration  to  80  percent  of  parity  in 
1955.  They  have  started  up,  and  are 
now  a  little  over  81  percent. 

These  figures  show  that  there  was  a 
22  percent  drop  in  farm  prices  during 
the  4  years  of  the  Truman  administra¬ 
tion,  and  during  the  5  years  of  the  Eisen¬ 
hower  administration,  with  parity  now 
at  81  percent,  they  have  dropped  14 
points  under  the  present  administra¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  point  this  out: 
The  farmers  not  only  got  into  this  de¬ 
pression  under  the  4  years  of  the  Tru¬ 
man  administration,  but,  in  addition, 
the  farmers  and  all  of  the  people  were 
penalized  by  an  inflationary  rise  in  the 
cost  of  living  of  14  percent.  Under  the 
Truman  administration,  farm  prices 
dropped  22  percent,  and  the  cost  of  the 
things  the  farmers  and  all  people  had  to 
buy  went  up  14  percent. 

By  comparison,  under  the  4  years  of 
the  Eisenhower  administration,  inflation 
has  only  increased  4  percent,  and  we  have 
stopped  the  decline  in  farm  prices,  and 
farm  prices  have  risen  4  percent  in  1956, 
and  will  have  risen  8  percent  by  the  end 
of  this  year. 

AND  THAT’S  NOT  ALL 

Under  the  Truman  administration,  or 
should  I  say  the  Truman-CIO- Walter 
Reuther  administration,  the  farmers 
were  hit  a  staggering  blow,  which  I  shall 
relate  as  follows: 

The  CIO  used  its  power  to  increase 
prices  throughout  the  industries  manu¬ 
facturing  farm  implements,  with  threats 
of  one  strike  after  another  until  they 
increased  the  wages  of  those  in  the  in¬ 
dustries  manufacturing  farm  machinery 
by  37^  percent,  from  1948  to  1952,  while 
the  farmers’  income  at  the  same  time 
was  dropping  22  percent,  and  because  of 
their  domineering  political  equity  in  the 
Democrat  Party,  and  because  of  the  co¬ 
operation  of  President  Truman,  the  CIO 
pulled  the  big  steel  strike,  with  Reuther 
having  the  understanding  with  President 
Truman  that  he  would  not  invoke  the 
Taft-Hartley  Act,  which  gave  them  the 
green  light  in  the  steel  strike  with  the 


result  that  Truman  did  not  invoke  the 
Taft-Hartley  Act  to  prevent  the  strike, 
but  unlawfully  seized  the  steel  industry 
of  the  Nation,  and  held  it  until  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court  made  him  turn  it  back. 

This  was  the  severe  blow  which  struck 
the  farmers,  and  every  citizen  of  the  Na¬ 
tion,  because  with  the  cooperation  of  the 
President,  they  won  the  strike  which  re¬ 
sulted  in  an  increase  in  steel  for  which 
the  farmers,  and  all  of  us,  are  still  pay¬ 
ing  today.  • 

Let  me  quote  a  table  of  figures  taken 
from  the  records  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  that  will  prove  that  under  the 
Truman  Administration  very  largely  be¬ 
cause  of  his  collusion  with  the  CIO  that 
a  cost  of  $4  billion  a  year  was  added  to 
the  farmers  of  America: 


[In  billions] 


Gross  farm 
income 

Net  farm 
income 

Farm  pro¬ 
duction 
expense 

-1948.. . . 

$34.  6 

$15.  9 

$18.7 

1949 _ 

31.6 

13.7 

17.9 

1950 _ _ 

32. 1 

12.9 

19.2 

1951 _ 

37.  1 

14.8 

22.3 

1952 _ 

36.9 

14. 1 

22.8 

1956 . . 

34.0 

11.8 

22.2 

You  will  note  from  the  above  table  that 
it  cost  $22.8  billion  for  the  farmers  to 
put  in  and  harvest  their  crops  in  1952  as 
against  $18.7  billion  in  1948,  or  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $4.1  billion. 

Farmers  will  remember  that  by  the 
end  of  1952  farm  machinery  had  risen 
over  33  Ms  percent,  while  wages  in  the 
factories  making  farm  machinery  had 
risen  3714  percent,  and  while  farm  prices 
had  dropped  22  percent  and  net  income 
had  dropped  accordingly. 

This  is  only  a  part  of  the  past  Demo¬ 
crat  record  that  penalized  the  farmers 
of  the  Nation,  and  the  citizens  generally, 
and  fastened  billions  of  dollars  of  extra 
cost  upon  them  which,  through  infla¬ 
tion  and  otherwise,  had  driven  the  pur¬ 
chasing  power  of  the  dollar  down  to 
about  52  cents. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  glad  this  question 
has  been  raised,  so  that  the  facts  can,  by 
comparison  of  the  records,  be  brought 
out.  / 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VURSELL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  If  the  gentleman 
feels  it  is  all  right  for  him  to  point  out 
that  all  this  was  caused  by  the  Demo¬ 
crats,  is  it  improper  for  me  to  point  out 
that  the  past  4  years  have  not  brought 
any  improvement? 

Mr.  VURSELL.  We  will  see  about 
that.  It  was  not  all  caused  by  the  Dem¬ 
ocrats.  No;  that  is  right. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  [Mr.  Natcher]. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Subcommittee  on  Agriculture  of  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  once  again 
brings  to  the  floor  of  the  House  for  your 
approval  the  annual  appropriation  bill 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

It  is  an  honor  to  be  a  member  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Agricultural  Appro¬ 
priations.  Our  chairman,  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Missisippi  [Mr. 
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Whitten]  is  one  of  the  great  Members  of 
the  House.  It  has  been  a  pleasure  serv¬ 
ing  on  this  subcommittee  with  such  out¬ 
standing  Members  as  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mar¬ 
shall],  the  distiguished  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  H.  Carl  Andersen],  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Washing¬ 
ton  [Mr.  Horan],  and  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Vursell]. 

We  are  fortunate  to  have  as  our  execu¬ 
tive  secretary,  Ross  P.  Pope. 

NINETEEN  HUNDRED  AND  FIFTY-EIGHT  BUDGET 

Shortly  after  the  President’s  budget 
message  was  presented  to  Congress,  I  be¬ 
gan  receiving  hundreds  of  letters  and 
telegrams  demanding  that  this  record 
peacetime  budget  of  $71,800,000,000  be 
reduced.  Since  I  have  been  a  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  I 
have  never  received  as  many  letters  from 
my  home  State  and  the  other  States  of 
our  Union.  In  order  to  reduce  taxes  we 
must  cut  expenditures.  A  reduction  of  at 
least  $3  billion  must  be  accomplished  be¬ 
fore  a  tax  cut  is  feasible.  A  sensible  re¬ 
duction  of  this  budget  is  our  only  logical 
recourse.  I  advocate  an  item  by  item 
analysis  so  that,  when  cuts  are  made,  na¬ 
tional  defense  and  national  welfare  will 
be  left  unimpaired.  Our  move  for  econ¬ 
omy  is  encumbered  by  many  obligations 
authorized  by  preceding  Congresses. 
Permanent  reductions  are  difficult  to 
make  because  the  service  has  been  pre¬ 
viously  ordered.  There  are  three  basic 
causes  which  may  be  attributed  to  the  in¬ 
crease  in  Government  expenditures. 
First,  the  value  of  the  dollar  has  de¬ 
creased  20  percent  in  the  last  10  years. 
Next,  the  annual  appropriation  for  na¬ 
tional  defense  has  practically  tripled 
since  1949.  Finally,  the  costs  of  do¬ 
mestic  services  rendered  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  promote  national  welfare  have 
been  augmented  considerably.  In  1949 
we  expended  $11,500,000,000  for  military 
purposes — today  we  are  called  upon  to 
appropriate  $33  billion.  Appropriations 
for  atomic  energy  have  gone  from  $600 
million  to  $2,300,000,000.  The  interest 
rate  on  the  national  debt  has  been  in¬ 
creased  from  $5,400,000,000  in  1949  to  a 
proposed  $7,400,000,000  in  1958.  Our  na¬ 
tional  debt  now  amounts  to  $275  billion 
which  is  equal  to  the  assessed  value  of 
all  tangible  property  in  the  United  States, 
and  is  greater  than  the  combined  na¬ 
tional  debt  of  all  the  rest  of  the  countries 
of  the  world.  This  budget  must  be  re¬ 
duced,  and  in  considering  the  requests 
for  1958  for  agricultural  appropriations, 
our  committee  attempted  to  make  reduc¬ 
tions  where  possible.  The  regular  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  Department  were  reduced 
$272,556,860 — a  reduction  of  14.5  percent. 
We  have  cut  the  President’s  budget  for 
regular  activities  back  to  the  1957  level. 

PRESENT  FARM  SITUATION 

It  is  a  recognized  fact  that  agricul¬ 
ture  must  prosper  if  the  Nation  is  to 
prosper,  and  the  American  farmer  has 
the  right  to  demand  a  standard  of  liv¬ 
ing  in  keeping  with  the  contribution  he 
makes  to  the  national  economy.  We 
must  permit  our  farmer  to  farm  if  he  is 
to  be  successful.  We  are  a  prosperous 
people,  and  it  is  almost  an  impossibil¬ 
ity  to  attempt  to  legislate  scarcity  of  any 
kind.  If  we  have  an  abundance  of  farm 


products  then  it  is  imperative  that  we 
build  our  markets  in  such  a  way  that  this 
abundance  can  be  used.  Reduction  of 
prices  received  by  the  farmer  will  not 
reduce  production.  Our  farmer  is  still 
confronted  with  a  cost-price  squeeze,  and 
conditions  in  American  agriculture  at 
the  present  time  are  certainly  not  good. 

The  number  of  farms  in  this  country 
has  decreased  from  5,927,000  in  1946  to 
4,800,000  in  1956.  The  average  gross  in¬ 
come  per  farm  in  1946  was  $4,947,  and  in 
1956  it  was  $3,934.  During  the  same  pe¬ 
riod  of  time  the  farmer’s  production  ex¬ 
penses  amounted  to  $2,416,  and  in  1956 
he  was  confronted  with  expenses  total¬ 
ing  $4,519.  Our  farmers’  net  income 
per  farm  for  1946  was  $2,531,  and  for 
1956  amounted  to  $2,415.  The  total  farm 
net  income  for  1956  was  $11,800,000,000. 
This  is  only  a  small  portion  of  our  na¬ 
tional  income  of  some  $306  billion.  No 
State  is  more  affected  than  my  home 
State  of  Kentucky.  Kentucky  is  an  agri¬ 
cultural  State  with  193,487  farms  with 
total  acreage  of  18,034,000  of  which  10,- 
455,000  acres  are  in  production. 

REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 

This  bill  provides  an  annual  appro¬ 
priation  of  $1,610,024,848  for  regular 
activities  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  This  is  $272,556,860  less  than  the 
$1,882,581,708  recommended  in  the  1958 
budget.  This  reduction  amounts  to  14.5 
percent.  We  recommend  $843,076,238  for 
special  activities;  $1,239,788,671  for  cor¬ 
porations;  and  loan  authorizations  of 
$448,500,000.  Our  committee  has  not 
eliminated  or  denied  any  of  the  new 
programs  requested  in  the  1958  budget. 
We  recommend  an  appropriation  of  $48,- 
994,890  for  research;  $25,682,000  for 
plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  con¬ 
trol  ;  $16,586,000  for  meat  inspection.  We 
recommend  appropriations  for  State  ex¬ 
periment  stations  totaling  $29,753,708. 
This  is  the  same  amount  appropriated  for 
1957.  For  marketing  research  and  agri¬ 
culture  estimates,  we  recommend  an  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $14,041,700.  This  is 
$604,700  more  than  the  amount  appro¬ 
priated  for  1957  for  this  agency.  For 
the  school-lunch  program  we  recom¬ 
mended  $100  million,  which  is  the  same 
amount  appropriated  for  1957.  We  rec¬ 
ommend  that  $535  million  be  appropri¬ 
ated  for  soil  and  water  conservation. 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

Twenty  yearn  of  REA  has  caused  revo¬ 
lutionary  changes  in  American  farm  life, 
and  unless  you  have  actually  watched 
that  momentous  change  take  place,  you 
do  not  have  any  deep  realization  of  what 
it  has  meant  to  millions  of  American 
farmers.  With  constantly  increasing 
consumption  of  electricity,  life  on  farms 
throughout  our  land  has  become  more 
pleasant  as  electricity  takes  over  chores 
which  were  once  drudgery.  Farm  isola¬ 
tion  has  been  defeated  by  farm  tele¬ 
phones,  radio,  and  television.  Every 
county  of  the  Second  Congressional  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Kentucky  is  served  by  REA,  and 
the  first  REA  loan  in  Kentucky  was  made 
to  the  Henderson-Union  Rural  Electric 
Coouperative  Corp.  which  is  located 
in  my  district.  The  sure  way  to  destroy 
REA  is  to  increase  the  interest  rate  and 
to  make  loans  more  difficult  to  secure. 
It  is  estimated  that  electric  loans  will 
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amount  to  $179  million  for  the  fiscal  year 
of  1958.  A  number  of  these  loans  will  be 
for  extension  of  central  station  electric 
service,  and  a  portion  of  the  loans  will  be 
used  to  increase  the  capacity  of  borrow¬ 
ers  existing  systems  so  that  they  will  be 
able  to  meet  the  constantly  increasing 
power  loads.  Our  farm  family  today 
uses  more  than  264  kilowatt-hours  of 
power  per  month.  Telephone  loans  are 
estimated  to  amount  to  some  $60  million 
in  fiscal  year  1958,  the  approximate 
amount  of  the  current  fiscal  year. 

This  bill  for  1958  includes  the  budget 
estimates  of  $179  million  for  electrifica¬ 
tion  loans  and  $60  million  for  telephone 
loans.  This  is  $275  million  less  than 
funds  authorized  for  fiscal  year  1957,  and 
the  reduction  is  due  to  the  additional 
$200  million  loan  authorization  con¬ 
tained  in  the  Second  Urgency  Deficiency 
Appropriations  Act  of  1957. 

The  net  income  from  lending  opera¬ 
tions  for  REA  from  its  inception  in  1935 
to  June  30,  1956  amounts  to  $47,504,355. 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

We  recommend  a  total  of  $1,239,788,- 
671  in  this  bill  for  restoration  of  capital 
impairment  of  the  Community  Credit 
Corporation  through  June  30,  1956.  Ap¬ 
proximately  half  of  this  amount  repre¬ 
sents  commodity  losses,  and  the  remain¬ 
ing  half  is  involved  in  storage,  handling, 
transporting,  administrative  and  inter¬ 
est  costs.  The  total  amount  recom¬ 
mended  is  $297,501,493  more  than  the 
1957  appropriation. 

At  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year 
1957,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
controlled  a  price-support  inventory 
valued  at  $6  billion,  and  during 
1957  loans  are  estimated  to  total  some 
$2,900,000,000.  It  is  anticipated  that  the 
fiscal  year  1958  will  see  a  price-support 
inventory  valued  at  $5,500,000,000.  It  is 
expected  that  loans  will  be  made  on 
commodities  valued  at  $2,500,000,000  dur¬ 
ing  1958,  and  acquisitions  will  total  $3 
billion  with  dispositions  amounting  to 
$3,400,000,000,  leaving  an  inventory  at 
the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  1958  valued 
at  approximately  $5,200,000,000. 

SOIL  BANK 

For  1958  we  recommend  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $600  million  for  payments  under 
the  acreage  reserve  program  with  the 
number  of  commitments  which  may  be 
made  during  the  1958  program  limited  to 
$500  million.  This  is  $101,173,340  less 
than  the  estimate  for  1958.  For  conser¬ 
vation  reserve  this  bill  carries  approxi¬ 
mately  $210  million. 

The  soil  bank  has  failed  where  tobacco 
is  concerned.  With  seven  types  of  to¬ 
bacco  grown  in  the  United  States  on  a 
total  acreage  amounting  to  1,364,475 
acres,  we  had  participation  of  only  2.38 
percent  in  the  soil  bank  for  1956.  For 
1956  we  had  20,093  agreements  placing 
approximately  32,500  acres  in  the  bank. 
This  participation,  of  course,,  was  not 
effective.  So  far  during  the  year  1957 
only  $17,298,761  is  obligated  for  tobacco 
under  the  soil  bank.  For  fiscal  year  1957 
the  sum  of  $45  million  was  authorized  for 
tobacco.  Only  $7,696,520  was  expended, 
and  the  balance  reverted  to  the  Treasury. 
The  provisions  concerning  compliance 
with  the  Soil  Bank  Act  should  be  so 
changed  that,  before  any  funds  revert  to 
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the  Treasury,  the  different  kinds  of  to¬ 
bacco  suffering  from  supply  and  demand 
trouble  would  be  assisted.  At  the  close 
of  the  application  date  the  Department 
should  immediately  determine  the  kinds 
of  tobacco  in  trouble  and  number  of 
applications  pending  which  were  not 
accepted  due  to  the  fact  that  the  allo¬ 
cated  amounts  for  the  particular  county 
or  section  were  inadequate,  and  take  the 
necessary  action  to  use  remaining  funds, 
bringing  into  the  bank  all  acreage  pos¬ 
sible.  For  instance,  if  dark  tobacco  is  in 
trouble  with  more  applications  pending 
than  funds  allocated,  and  burley  selling 
at  $64  per  hundred  is  not  going  into  the 
bank  at  $18  per  hundred,  then,  in  order 
to  carry  out  the  intent  of  the  soil-bank 
legislation,  the  remaining  funds  allocated 
for  this  commodity  should  be  used  to  take 
the  dark  tobacco  out  of  production. 

SALARIES  OF  COUNTY  AND  HOME  DEMONSTRATION 
AGENTS 

Our  county  and  home  demonstration 
agents  are  the  men  and  women  who  are 
responsible  for  carrying  sound  informa¬ 
tion  directly  to  our  farm  people.  The 
salaries  of  our  extension  workers  have 
never  been  high,  and  some  are  now  en¬ 
tirely  too  low. 

Since  I  have  been  a  member  of  this 
committee,  I  have  attempted  to  stress 
the  importance  of  increasing  the  salaries 
of  our  extension  workers,  and  in  our 
report  accompanying  this  bill  will  be 
found  the  following  instruction  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture: 

The  committee  strongly  urges,  therefore, 
that  Federal,  State,  and  county  officials  get 
together  on  this  problem.  It  believes  that 
funds  can  be  found  within  the  amount  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  coming  fiscal  year  to  meet  the 
Federal  share  of  reasonable  salary  increases. 

In  addition  to  regular  living  costs,  the 
county  and  home  demonstration  agents 
hold  a  responsible  position  in  society  due 
to  the  fact  that  they  are  properly  recog¬ 
nized  as  leaders  in  agriculture  in  their 
respective  counties,  and  they  must  live 
and  associate  with  people  accordingly. 
Our  Extension  Service  is  a  cooperative 
undertaking  by  the  Federal,  State,  and 
local  governments,  and  is  more  fully 
provided  for  under  the  Smith-Lever  Act, 
passed  by  Congress  in  the  year  1914. 
This  program  of  extension  work  is  con¬ 
ducted  in  over  3,000  counties  in  our 
country.  In  order  to  be  successful  our 
farm  families  must  organize,  manage, 
finance,  and  operate  their  farms  on  a 
sound  and  efficient  basis  with  counsel 
and  advice  furnished  at  all  times  by  our 
extension  workers. 

County  agents  in  'Kentucky  are  not 
adequately  paid.  Our  county  agents  are 
listed  40th  in  the  48  States  insofar  as 
salaries  are  concerned.  The  average 
county  agent’s  salary  in  Kentucky  is 
$5,497.  Most  of  our  county  agents  in 
Kentucky  have  children  in  either  high 
school  or  college.  The  associate  agent’s 
average  salary  in  Kentucky  is  $4,836, 
and  the  assistant  agent’s  average  salary 
is  $4,200.  The  average  salary  in  Ken¬ 
tucky  for  home  demonstration  agents  is 
$4,518.  The  associate  home  demonstra¬ 
tion  agent’s  average  salary  is  $4,000,  and 
the  assistant  home  demonstration 
agent’s  average  salary  is  $3,523. 

The  national  average  salary  for  county 
agents  is  $6,118;  for  associate  agents 


$5,276,  and  the  assistant  agent’s  average 
salary  is  $4,625.  The  average  home 
demonstration  agent’s  salary  in  this 
country  is  $4,923,  and  the  average  for 
associate  home  demonstration  agent  is 
$4,321.  Average  salary  for  assistant 
home  demonstration  agent  is  $3,876. 

All  of  these  people  are  required  as  a 
minimum  in  educational  training  to  have 
a  bachelor’s  degree  in  either  agriculture 
or  home  economics  before  they  are  em¬ 
ployed  even  as  assistant  agents. 

It  is  imperative  that  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  our  State  and  local  au¬ 
thorities  in  Kentucky,  and  the  other 
States,  immediately  take  action  to  in¬ 
crease  the  salaries  of  our  county  agents 
and  home  demonstration  agents  and 
their  assistants  and  associates,  thereby 
placing  these  people  in  a  position  where 
they  can  live,  educate  their  children,  and 
meet  their  obligations  to  society  in  their 
respective  communities. 

FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service,  pur¬ 
suant  to  legislation  of  1954,  is  operating 
under  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
where  it  should  have  been  all  along. 
Today  we  have  agricultural  attaches 
representing  United  States  agriculture 
at  56  foreign  posts.  The  Foreign  Agri¬ 
cultural  Service  can  render  great  service 
to  American  agriculture  by  developing 
foreign  markets  for  our  agricultural 
commodities.  The  main  objective  is  to 
open  the  way  for  sales  through  private 
trade  channels  for  dollars,  and  if  this  is 
impossible,  sales  for  foreign  currencies 
can  be  made.  We  recommend  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $3,902,300  for  Foreign  Agri¬ 
cultural  Service. 

CONCLUSION 

Big  business  should  be  eager  to  have  a 
prospering  agriculture.  When  our  farm¬ 
er  is  prospering,  tractors,  trucks,  auto¬ 
mobiles,  combines,  milking  machines, 
and  mechanical  devices  of  every  descrip¬ 
tion  are  moving  from  the  factory  to  the 
farm. 

We  must  not  price  ourselves  out  of  the 
world  market,  and  the  interest  of  our 
family-size  farmer  must  be  fully  pro¬ 
tected.  Modern  farm  problems  are  tre¬ 
mendously  complex,  and  there  is  no  easy 
answer.  Changing  conditions  in  agri¬ 
culture  demand  constant  experimenta¬ 
tion  with  policies  and  programs. 

We  must  permit  our  farmer  to  farm  if 
he  is  to  be  successful. 

Our  committee  recommends  this  bill  to 
the  Members  of  the  House. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NATCHER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
to  take  this  opportunity  to  compliment 
my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  [Mr.  Natcher],  for  his  outstanding 
contribution  on  this  appropriation  bill 
and  to  associate  myself  with  his  remarks. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

(Mr.  NATCHER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
12  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Burdick]. 


Mr.  BURDICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope 
I  will  not  be  accused  of  trying  to  bring 
prosperity  to  the  country  when  it  is  not 
here.  I  hope  I  am  not  going  to  be  ac¬ 
cused  of  pinning  my  hopes  on  the  Re¬ 
publican  Party,  and  I  certainly  would 
not  pin  my  hopes  on  the  Democratic 
Party. 

This  is  not  a  question  of  politics  at  all. 
The  question  we  are  confronted  with  to¬ 
day  is  the  question  of  the  survival  of  our 
country.  If  a  farm  home  cannot  exist 
in  America,  and  by  that  I  mean  a  family- 
type  farm,  the  definition  of  which  is  a 
farm  that  can  be  handled  and  managed 
by  the  family  that  lives  on  it,  then  this 
country  is,  indeed,  in  danger. 

When  we  had  price  supports  on  agri¬ 
culture  of  90  percent,  that  did  not  mean 
very  much  because  the  basis  upon  which 
that  90  percent  was  figured  has  outgrown 
the  situation.  One  hundred  percent  of 
parity  today  based  upon  that  old  foun¬ 
dation  would  not  make  a  farmer’s  dollar 
equal  to  the  business  dollar.  I  can  re¬ 
member  when  the  law  was  passed.  When 
I  entered  the  Congress  there  were  35 
States  in  the  Union  that  were  in  distress. 
There  were  15  million  people  walking 
the  streets  looking  for  something  to  eat. 
There  were  soup  lines  all  over  the  coun¬ 
try.  I  cannot  think  of  the  present  sit¬ 
uation  without  remembering  the  past. 
Women  went  through  the  Capitol  here, 
visiting  the  offices  of  Congressmen,  with 
their  children  tagging  along  behind 
them  looking  for  something  to  eat  and 
there  were  soup  lines  in  every  big  city 
of  the  country.  They  had  them  in  Bos¬ 
ton,  in  New  York,  and  in  other  cities. 

What  was  the  reason?  The  reason 
was  that  the  buying  power  of  the  whole 
Farm  Belt  had  disappeared. 

I  can  remember  when  wheat  was  26 
cents  a  bushel,  and  farmers  set  fire  to 
the  field  and  burned  it  up  because  it  was 
cheaper  than  to  try  to  thresh  it  and  sell 
it.  I  saw  a  sign  down  in  South  Dakota 
which  said  “Wheat,  26  cents  a  bushel, 
and  oats  28  cents  less.”  So,  they  were 
not  worth  anything.  They  burned  it  up. 
Cattle  were  bringing  2  cents  a  pound. 
You  could  not  give  any  hogs  away  to 
your  neighbors,  because  there  would  be 
some  graduate  from  Columbia  or  Har¬ 
vard  there  to  report  you  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  And,  you  put  those  limitations 
on  the  family -type  farm. 

Now,  what  about  the  soil  bank?  Up 
where  I  live,  in  the  arid  West,  a  farmer 
with  two  quarters  of  land,  320  acres,  is 
allowed  by  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  on  an  average,  to  put  in  41  bushels 
of  wheat.  Now,  did  you  ever  know  a 
farmer  smart  enough  to  maintain  his 
family  on  41  acres,  no  matter  what  the 
price  was?  If  that  applied  to  the  big 
ones,  the  fellows  that  are  producing  the 
surplus,  it  might  have  worked,  but  these 
family-type  farms  do  not  produce  a 
surplus;  especially  in  North  Dakota,  no¬ 
body  raises  a  surplus.  Yet,  we  are 
penalized.  You  cannot  make  flour  with¬ 
out  hard  spring  wheat,  and  you  cannot 
make  macaroni  unless  you  add  durum 
wheat,  and  those  are  the  only  two  kinds 
of  wheat  we  raise  in  North  Dakota. 
And,  there  has  never  been  a  surplus. 
There  is  no  doubt  you  are  driving  us  out 
of  business  with  this  41  acres  of  land 
that  we  can  put  in,  and  just  figure,  if  we 
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get  30  bushels  to  the  acre,  which  is  a 
stretch  of  the  imagination,  30  bushels 
to  the  acre  at  $2  a  bushel  on  that  amount 
of  land,  I  defy  anybody  to  raise  a  family 
of  5. 

And,  the  soil  bank  came  along.  That 
was  going  to  save  everybody,  myself 
along  with  the  rest  of  them.  And,  do 
you  know  where  they  took  that  deduc¬ 
tion,  where  they  went  to  get  it?  They 
went  into  this  little  bunch  of  land  that 
we  had  set  aside  to  crop  and  they  took 
20  percent  out  of  that,  so  we  did  not  have 
41  acres  left;  we  only  had  33  left.  In¬ 
stead  of  helping  us,  it  started  to  put  us 
out  of  business. 

The  only  thing  I  care  about  is  this 
country.  I  do  not  care  what  kind  of 
political  parties  we  have.  I  mean  to 
protect  this  country,  and  you  cannot  pro¬ 
tect  it  if  you  are  going  to  destroy  all 
the  family-type  farms  in  America,  and 
that  is  just  what  you  are  doing  now. 
For  4  years  now  I  have  been  telling  Ben¬ 
son  and  the  public  that  the  acreage  pro¬ 
gram  would  not  work,  but  as  long  as  I 
was  not  on  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture,  I  did  not  get  very  far  with  my 
ideas  about  agriculture.  You  have  to 
be  on  that  committee,  you  know.  You 
might  have  been  a  dniggist  before  you 
came  here,  but  after  you  get  on  that 
committee,  you  are  a  farmer.  Well,  I 
never  got  on  there.  I  tried  to,  but  they 
put  me  down  trying  lawsuits.  I  preached 
that  acreage  limitations  would  not  do 
any  good.  I  am  limited  to  40  acres,  but 
just  as  soon  as  I  know  I  am  limited  to 
40  acres  I  send  for  experts,  and  they 
come  tumbling  in  from  every  university 
in  this  country,  experts  on  soil,  and  they 
will  show  you  how  to  raise  more  grain 
on  40  acres  than  you  could  on  80,  and 
the  Government  is  behind  it.  They  cut 
you  down  on  one  side  and  then  send  the 
experts  in  to  raise  more  wheat.  The 
bushel  program  should  be  adopted  and 
applied  to  farms,  except  the  family-type 
farms.  Leave  them  alone.  Leave  them 
raise  what  they  want  to  raise  with  the 
support  price,  but  anything  bigger  than 
that,  limit  them  by  bushels.  But  if  it 
is  anything  larger  than  that,  they  limit 
them  by  bushels.  Let  us  take  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  H.  Carl 
Andersen],  a  big  farmer  in  Minnesota. 
Suppose  his  quota  of  wheat  is  8,000 
bushels.  But  he  raises  12,000  bushels. 
Well,  he  can  sell  only  8,000  bushels,  so 
he  will  have  to  put  the  other  4,000  in 
storage,  or  he  can  give  it  away,  he  can 
feed  it,  or  he  can  ship  it  across  the 
ocean.  He  can  do  anything  with  it  he 
wants. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BURDICK.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  would 
not  want  the  Record  to  show  that  I  pro¬ 
duce  anything  like  that,  because  I  do  not 
produce  a  bushel  of  wheat  on  that  parT 
ticular  farm.  If  the  gentleman  is  talking 
of  corn,  that  is  another  matter. 

Mr.  BURDICK.  I  did  not  want  to  re¬ 
fer  to  corn,  because  you  did  not  pass  that 
bill,  and  I  thought  you  wanted  it  passed. 
I  was  trying  to  help  you  rather  than 
score  you. 
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Then,  you  see,  this  extra  wheat  that  he 
raised  would  be  put  in  a  granary  and 
kept  there,  and  could  be  used  next  year. 
You  can  see  that  that  would  work.  And 
if  a  man  were  raising  too  much,  like 
Campbell,  of  Montana,  •  who  farms  a 
whole  Indian  reservation,  with  a  field  60 
miles  long,  he  would  not  be  raising  200,- 
000  bushels  of  wheat,  because  he  would 
only  be  supported  on  probably  20,000. 
It  would  automatically  take  care  of  itself. 

But  this  Committee  on  Agriculture  is 
afraid  of  that  bushel  program  as  the 
devil  is  of  holy  water.  They  just  will 
not  consider  it. 

I  have  only  one  friend  here  in  the  Cap¬ 
ital,  and  that  is  Secretary  Eenson.  He 
says  now  that  the  acreage  program  will 
not  work.  And  I  am  glad  to  have  some 
support.  I  had  been  scoring  him  right 
along,  and  I  am  very  sorry  I  did,  because 
he  is  the  only  support  I  have.  He  says 
the  acreage  program  will  not  work. 
Everybody  knows  it  did  not  work. 

When  you  come  along  with  the  soil 
bank  and  reduce  the  amount  of  acreage 
the  farmers  can  put  in,  then  you  have 
got  him  down  to  where  he  must  do  some¬ 
thing  else.  You  Republicans  and  you 
high-class  Democrats  from  the  South, 
you  do  not  like  to  have  labor  running 
your  business,  do  you?  You  are  against 
labor  organizations  doing  too  much  in 
politics.  But  that  is  what  you  are  going 
to  have  if  you  keep  up  this  program.  You 
are  going  to  have  nothing  but  a  labor 
government,  because  when  you  drive  the 
people  off  the  farm,  they  have  got  to  live, 
and  many  of  them  were  tradesmen  when 
they  went  there.  They  just  bet  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  $16  that  they  could  prove  up  on 
that  land.  But  they  had  a  trade  of  then- 
own,  and  they  are  going  right  back  to 
the  ranks  of  labor. 

The  ranks  of  labor  are  increasing  every 
day,  and  the  farm  population — living  on 
the  family-type  farm — is  disappearing. 
I  can  drive  you  through  northern  Min¬ 
nesota,  North  Dakota,  and  Montana  and 
by  the  hour  show  you  abandoned  school- 
houses,  consolidated  schools,  because  the 
people  have  gone.  Their  homes  are 
abandoned. 

If  that  is  what  you  want  to  practice, 
and  if  you  want  to  believe  that  the  sup¬ 
port  price  given  to  farmers  is  the  cause 
of  high-priced  living,  you  have  got 
something  to  think  about  again. 

I  have  talked  to  a  lot  of  people  here 
on  the  eastern  seaboard.  I  want  to  find 
out  what  is  going  on.  They  tell  me 
high-price  food  is  due  to  these  support 
prices.  They  say  the  farmers  are  wal¬ 
lowing  in  wealth,  and  they  say,  “Here 
we  have  to  pay  26  cents  a  loaf  for  bread.” 
And  they  believe  it,  when,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  if  wheat  were  75  cents  a  bushel, 
price  of  bread  would  be  just,  the  same. 
There  is  so  little  flour  in  a  loaf  of  bread 
that  it  does  not  count.  But  the  East 
believes  that.  The  East  believes  that 
there  is  still  support  on  beef.  Well,  there 
is  not.  I  am  raising  beef.  That  is  the 
only  business  I  have  outside  of  fooling 
my  time  away  in  Congress.  We  are 
mighty  lucky  to  get  16  cents  a  pound 
for  a  steer;  but  when  he  gets  down  here 
with  all  the  gyrations  you  go  through  to 
get  him  here,  it  is  85  cents  a  pound ;  and 


these  consumers  think  the  support  prices 
are  causing  it.  As  long  as - 

[Here  the  gavel  fell.] 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may 
desire  to  the  gentleman  from  Washing¬ 
ton  [Mr.  Horan]. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
this  time  to  call  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues  to  a  service  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  that  is  doing  a  fine 
job  for  our  American  farmers. 

I  refer  to  the  reorganized  Foreign 
Agriculture  Service,  which  my  colleague 
the  gentleman  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Natcher]  also  mentioned. 

I  am  proud  to  have  had  a  part  in 
effecting  that  reorganization  in  the  83d 
Congress. 

It  is  building  a  mighty  proud  record. 

We  are  all  expecting  a  modest  increase 
in  farm  income  this  year.  I  think  it  is 
fair  to  say  that  much  of  this  prospective 
increase  can  be  credited  to  the  magnifi¬ 
cent  showing  in  prospect  for  exports  of 
farm  products. 

In  1956,  the  estimated  gross  income  of 
farmers  was  slightly  less  than  $33  bil¬ 
lion.  Farm  exports  were  valued  at  just 
under  $3.5  billion.  We  are  now  hoping 
that  in  1957,  gross  farm  income  will  in¬ 
crease  1  to  2  percent.  Farm  exports  are 
expected  to  exceed  $4.5  billion,  for  an 
increase  of  30  percent. 

I  believe  that  we  are  all  not  sufficiently 
aware  of  how  important  exports  and 
changes  in  the  export  market  are  to  farm 
income.  Some  more  figures  may  help. 
Currently,  the  produce  of  about  1  out  of 
each  7  acres  of  cropland  is  harvested  for 
export.  The  comparison  by  individual 
commodities  is  even  more  revealing.  Of 
the  acreage  harvested  in  1956,  prelimi¬ 
nary  estimates  show  that  47  percent  of 
the  wheat  was  exported;  44  percent  of 
the  rice;  36  percent  of  the  cotton;  29 
percent  of  the  tobacco;  20  percent  of  the 
fruit;  and  16  percent  of  the  soybeans. 
These  figures  shojv  the  importance  of  the 
export  market  to  American  agriculture. 

While  some  increases  in  farm  produc¬ 
tion  are  continuously  necessary  to  meet 
our  improving  levels  of  living  and  our 
increasing  population,  the  foreign  mar¬ 
ket  continues  to  offer  a  great  potential 
market  for  the  pent-up  production  ca¬ 
pacity  of  United  States  farmers. 

Over  the  past  4  years,  we  have  been 
steadily  improving  export  outlets  for 
United  States  farm  products.  The  ex¬ 
port  value  in  1952-53  was  slightly  over 
$2.8  billion,  compared  with  the  $4.5  bil¬ 
lion,  an  alltime  record,  we  expect  in 
1957.  This  is  an  important  achievement, 
for  which  there  are  a  number  of  reasons. 
One  of  these  reasons,  to  which  I  am  ad¬ 
dressing  myself  today,  has  been  the  nota¬ 
ble  contribution  of  the  Foreign  Agricul¬ 
tural  Service,  whose  major  responsibility 
is  to  maintain  and  expand  foreign  mar¬ 
kets  for  farm  products. 

The  job  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Bervice  is  to  help  American  farmers  and 
American  traders  export  United  States 
farm  products.  This  job  is  always  im¬ 
portant,  but  it  is  doubly  important  when 
farmers  are  reserving  their  land,  their 
capital,  and  their  labor,  because  sur¬ 
pluses  block  their  outlets.  This  is  the 
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reason  that  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture  has  supported  strengthening 
of  the  Service  and  the  reason  why  we 
recommended  legislation  3  years  ago 
which  resulted  in  the  return  of  the  agri¬ 
cultural  attaches  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

Of  course,  othefr  factors  share  the 
credit  for  this  heartening  improvement 
in  the  level  of  agricultural  exports.  A 
Vigorous  and  aggressive  dollar  sales  pro¬ 
gram  which  has  had  the  combined  sup¬ 
port  of  the  Congress,  the  administration, 
and  the  public  has  helped.  I  think  cur¬ 
rent  developments  have  indicated  that 
the  Congress  was  wise  in  providing  sur¬ 
plus  disposal  legislation.  But  I  have 
been  impressed  by  the  energy  and  fore¬ 
sight  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
has  displayed  in  seeking  and  obtaining 
reductions  in  trade  barriers  which  other 
nations  have  erected  against  our  agri¬ 
cultural  exports,  and  in  improving  and 
enlarging  their  timely  reports  on  the 
competition  we  face  from  other  agricul¬ 
tural  exporting  countries,  and  on  the 
marketing  opportunities  that  are  opening 
up  in  other  countries.  I  think  they  have 
done  an  excellent  job  in  staffing  the 
enlarged  agricultural  attache  service  and 
in  carrying  out  their  responsibilities  for 
the  administration  of  the  foreign  cur¬ 
rency  sales  program.  Their  marketing 
specialists  are  continually  searching  the 
four  corners  of  the  world  for  ways  to 
expand  current  marketings  and  to  build 
markets  for  the  future.  Finally,  the 
foreign  market  development  program 
carried  on  cooperatively  with  the  United 
States  private  trade  groups  is  proving 
to  be  a  valuable  tool  in  building  markets 
abroad. 

Title  I,  Public  Law  480,  also  has  been 
important  to  American  agriculture.  Pro¬ 
gramed  agricultural  surpluses  represent 
an  investment  of  nearly  $3  billion,  of 
which  well  over  half  has  already  moved 
abroad.  Sales  have  been  made  to  31 
countries,  largely  in  areas  where  sales  of 
our  farm  products  are  prevented  by 
shortage  of  foreign  exchange.  The  title 
I  program  is  making  a  substantial  con¬ 
tribution  to  the  recordbreaking  year  in 
prospect. 

FAS  is  working  closely  with  United 
States  farm- organizations  and  private 
trade  groups  to  develop  and  expand  ex¬ 
port  markets  for  our  farm  products. 
Their  reports  and  commodity  analyses 
tell  of  marketing  possibilities  abroad, 
helping  keep  the  United  States  trade  fully 
informed.  Specialists  travel  extensively 
to  keep  foreign  buyers,  Government  of¬ 
ficials  and  trade  groups  up  to  date  on  the 
merits  of  United  States  farm  products 
and  to  pick  up  information  on  export 
possibilities.  In  cooperation  with  the 
private  trade  and  using  foreign  curren¬ 
cies  obtained  from  sales  of  surpluses,  FAS 
.has  started  over  70  projects  in  22  coun¬ 
tries  to  help  expand  markets  for  wheat, 
cotton,  dairy  products,  tobacco  and  other 
leading  United  States  crops.  One  ex¬ 
ample  is  the  project  to  encourage  the 
Japanese  to  use  more  wheat  products  in 
their  diet,  carried  on  in  cooperation  with 
the  Oregon  Wheat  Growers  League  and 
the  Japanese  Nutrition  Association.  The 
projects  are  varied.  They  include  not 
only  education  and  exchange  visits  but 


market  surveys,  demonstrations,  and 
publications.  One  distinct  kind  of  activ¬ 
ity  is  participation  in  International 
Trade  Fairs  such  as  in  Barcelona,  Spain 
and  Tokyo,  Japan  which  gives  foreign 
buyers  a  chance  to  see,  feel,  and  taste 
our  products. 

To  gain  access  to  foreign  markets  we 
must  know  the  factors  that  affect  the 
competitive  position  of  United  States 
farm  products  in  those  markets.  This 
means  a  lot  of  basic  groundwork,  fact¬ 
finding,  and  analysis.  Many  people  in 
FAS,  Washington,  and  overseas  are  active 
in  this  kind  of  work. 

When  we  know  in  which  areas  of  the 
world  our  products  are,  or  can  be  made 
competitive,  the  FAS  can  concentrate  its 
efforts  more  effectively  on  helping  remove 
the  obstacles  to  trade  and  gain  further 
access  to  markets  abroad.  This  back¬ 
ground  information  helps  FAS  in  its  job 
of  reducing  or  removing  quantitative  re¬ 
strictions  and  other  impediments  to 
trade  imposed  by  other  countries. 

Although  progress  has  been  made  since 
1953  in  obtaining  relaxation  of  restric¬ 
tions  against  United  States  agricultural 
exports,  there  is  urgent  need  for  assuring 
still  freer  access  of  our  agricultural  ex¬ 
ports  in  many  foreign  markets. 

In  this  battle  for  freer  trade,  one  of 
the  more  fruitful  approaches  is  through 
strengthening  our  trade  agreements  pro¬ 
gram.  Much  of  this  is  done  through 
GATT,  the  General  Agreement  on  Tariffs 
and  Trade. 

The  United  States  has  trade  agree¬ 
ments  with  33  member  countries  of 
GATT  and  separate  bilateral  agreements 
with  8  non-GATT  countries.  In  calendar 
1955,  United  States  exports  of  farm  prod¬ 
ucts  to  these  41  countries  was  $2,451  mil¬ 
lion,  or  77  percent  of  the  total  United 
States  agricultural  exports.  Comparable 
data  for  1956  are  $3,216  million  of  farm 
exports,  or  again  77  percent  of  total 
United  States  farm  exports. 

A  portion  of  the  work  in  FAS  analyzes 
the  foreign  competition  our  exports  must 
meet  and  helps  farmers  find  ways  to  meet 
it.  Country  and  commodity  specialists 
are  systematically  compiling,  analyzing, 
and  reporting  on  foreign  production, 
trade,  and  governmental  programs  and 
policies.  Foreign  production  of  many 
items  is  increasing.  Exports  of  other 
countries  are  being  pushed  and  trade 
patterns  are  being  influenced  by  a  variety 
of  governmental  measures.  We  must 
know  everything  we  can  about  all  these 
developments,  so  we  can  use  our  foreign 
market  development  forces  like  a  rifle 
instead  of  a  shotgun.  We  need  this  in¬ 
formation  to  keep  domestic  production 
and  sales  programs  in  tune  with  the 
foreign  situation.  This  goes  for  cotton, 
'  wheat,  rice,  corn,  tobacco,  soybeans,  and 
every  other  major  farm  commodity. 

I  have  been  trying  to  cover  the  high¬ 
lights  of  FAS  work  and  its  importance  to 
United  States  agriculture.  One  last  re¬ 
sult  of  their  effort  and  the  total  effort 
to  help  farmers  in  this  field  are  the 
encouraging  changes  in  CCC  inventories. 
In  part,  because  of  these  boosts  in  agri¬ 
cultural  exports,  we  are  experiencing 
this  year,  for  the  first  time  in  many  years, 
a  reduction  in  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  investment  in  price-support 


stocks.  The  peak  of  almost  $9  billion 
was  reached  in  February  of  1956.  Twelve 
months  later  it  was  reduced  by  about 
$600  million,  and  by  next  June  30  it 
should  be  approximately  $800  million  less 
than  a  year  earlier.  The  CCC  invest¬ 
ment  in  cotton  is  expected  to  be  down 
about  3  million  bales,  rice  about  10  mil¬ 
lion  bags,  wheat  about  150  million  bush¬ 
els.  The  export  totals  which  are  making 
these  reductions  possible  are  wheat,  475 
million  bushels  compared  to  344  million 
last  year;  cotton,  7.5  million  bales  com¬ 
pared  with  2.3  million  bales  last  year; 
and  rice,  25  million  bags  compared  with 
11  million  bags  last  year. 

I  do  not  claim  that  the  Service  is  solely 
responsible  for  these  accomplishments. 
Certainly  a  magnificent  contribution 
has  been  made  by  many  other e  concerned 
with  the  welfare  of  our  farmers.  How¬ 
ever,  these  people  have  done  a  truly  re¬ 
markable  job  and  the  contribution  they 
are  making  will  have  lasting  benefit. 

(Mr.  HORAN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
luni  ks  ) 

Mr.'  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may 
desire  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  ArendsI. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
to  express  my  sincere  regrets  and  apolo¬ 
gies  to  the  conscientious,  diligent  people 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  the 
baseless  attack  made  upon  them  by  the 
majority  of  the  Committee  on  Appropri¬ 
ations  in  the  May  10  report  on  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit 
Administration  appropriation  bill  of 
1958.  This  report  is  full  of  half-truths 
and  innuendoes.  Let  us  look  at  the  facts 
and  set  the  record  straight. 

The  first  point  on  which  I  wish  to  set 
the  record  straight  is  the  attack  on  the 
soil-bank  program.  An  attempt  is  made 
here  to  attribute  the  lack  of  effectiveness 
of  the  1956  soil-bank  program  to  an  in¬ 
herent  weakness. 

Many  times  during  the  period  of  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956 
the  President  and  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  pointed  out  the  critical  time  ele¬ 
ments  involved  in  the  implementation  of 
the  soil-bank  program  for  1956. 

In  his  discussion  before  the  Senate 
committee  on  February  6,  1956,  Under 
Secretary  Morse  submitted  a  summary 
which  contained  this  statement: 

If  legislative  action  is  not  taken  prior  to 
April  15  it  will  be  extremely  difficult  to  get  a 
program  this  year  except  for  wheat  seeded  in 
the  fall  of  1945. 

In  his  April  16,  1956,  message  regard¬ 
ing  his  action  on  H.  R.  12,  the  President 
said: 

The  long  delay  in  getting  this  bill  makes 
it  too  late  for  most  farmers  to  participate  in 
the  soil  bank  on  this  year’s  crops. 

In  a  letter  to  Senator  Aiken  dated  May 
22,  1956,  the  Secretary  said: 

It  will  take  all  the  time  available  to  pre¬ 
pare  properly  for  a  program  on  crops  planted 
in  the  fall  of  1956.  Farmers  would  be  helped 
far  more,  in  my  opinion,  by  a  constructive 
program  beginning  on  fall  crops  than  by  a 
hasty,  ineffective  program  on  1956  spring 
crops. 

In  view  of  the  Impracticability  of  getting 
a  program  into  operation  this  year  for  both 
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spring  seeded  and  fall  seeding  crops,  it  is 
recommended  that  this  bill  be  amended  so 
that  the  soil-bank  program  will  commence 
with  the  crops  planted  in  the  fall  of  1956. 

The  President  in  signing  the  bill  in¬ 
cluded  a  statement  as  follows: 

The  delay  in  the  bill's  enactment,  how¬ 
ever,  makes  it  virtually  Impossible  to  put 
the  soil  bank  properly  into  effect  in  1956. 

However,  in  Report  No.  2197  on  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1956  issued  May  22, 
the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  included  the  follow¬ 
ing  statement: 

A  major  provision,  dealing  with  the  start 
of  the  soil-bank  program,  was  resolved  in 
favor  of  the  House  bill.  The  House  bill  di¬ 
rected  that  the  soil  bank  be  started  with 
1956  crops.  The  Senate  bill  directed  only 
that  the  Secretary  start  the  program  with 
the  1956  crop  "to  the  extent  he  deems  prac¬ 
ticable."  This  language,  together  with  the 
known  position  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  on  this  matter,  led  to  the  general 
assumption  that  under  the  Senate  provi¬ 
sion  there  would  be  no  serious  effort  to 
get  the  60il  bank  program  underway  for  1956 
crops. 

The  conferees  accepted  the  House  lan¬ 
guage  with  respect  to  this  matter,  agreeing 
to  make  the  soil  bank  effective  immediately, 
as  provided  in  the  House  bill.  'It  was  rec¬ 
ognized,  however,  that  the  larger  part  of 
this  year’s  plantings  have  already  taken 
place  and  it  is*  not  expected  that  any  large 
part  of  the  crop  planted  will  be  plowed  up 
or  otherwise  removed  from  production  as 
authorized  by  section  103.  The  committee 
recognizes  that  the  Secretary  cannot  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  accomplish  the  impracticable  or 
to  secure  any  large  part  of  the  beneficial 
results  hoped  for  the  soil  bank  in  1956,  but 
it  also  recognizes  that  certain  farmers  have 
heretofore  planned  to  participate  this  year 
and  it  is  felt  that  they  should  be  assured 
of  the  opportunity  to  do  so. 

In  accordance  with  the  direction  of 
the  Congress,  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  immediately  moved  to  imple¬ 
ment  the  program  so  as  to  provide  a  pro¬ 
gram  for  1956.  The  requirements  of  the 
law  were  scrupulously  adhered  to.  It 
was  on  the  basis  of  the  requirements  of 
the  law  that  the  1956  program  was  de¬ 
veloped.  This  scrupulous  observance  of 
the  legal  requirements  was  put  into 
effect. 

The  light  of  history  should  be  focused 
on  these  facts  and  the  program  should 
be  analyzed  in  this  light. 

The  second  point  on  which  I  would 
like  to  set  the  record  straight  assigns 
to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  the 
responsibility  for  reducing  acreage  of  the 
basic  commodities  by  various  percent¬ 
ages. 

Every  Member  of  this  House  knows 
good  and  well  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  was  acting  in  accordance 
with  the  requirements  of  law  when  it 
reduced  the  acreages  of  the  various  basic 
commodities. 

Every  Member  of  this  House  should 
recognize  that  each  of  the  various  basic 
commodities  has  its  own  rigid  formula 
for  the  determination  of  acreage  allot¬ 
ments. 

Every  Member  of  this  House  should 
recognize  that  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  acted  in  scrupulous  adherence  to 
the  requirements  of  the  basic  legisla¬ 
tion. 

There  are  no  lfs,  ands,  and  buts  in 
this  matter.  If  the  Secretary  had  failed 


to  carry  out  the  requirements  of  the  law 
there  would  have  been  cries  of  aston¬ 
ishment  and  quick  criticism.  If  the 
Congress  feels  that  the  acreage-allot¬ 
ment  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  are 
wrong,  let  us  change  the  legislation  and 
not  try  to  pass  the  buck  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture.  It  should  be  noted 
that  on  March  13,  when  we  had  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  increase  the  acreage  limita¬ 
tion  for  corn,  many  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  turned  their 
back  on  the  corn  producer.  The  record 
shows  that  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  who  today  directs  this  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  voted  against  increasing  the 
acreage  base  for  corn  producers.  Why 
all  this  doubletalk? 

The  third  point  on  which  I  want  to 
set  the  record  straight  is  the  phony  cal¬ 
culations  first  presented  during  the  re¬ 
cent  election  campaign  regarding  CCC 
inventory.  In  this  comparison,  com¬ 
parison  is  made  between  stocks  on  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  1953,  and  stocks  4  years  later. 

When  the  present  administration  took 
office  in  January  1953  the  CCC  invento¬ 
ries  and  commitments  under  the  1952 
and  prior  year  price  supports  approxi¬ 
mated  $3  billion.  However,  the  previous 
administration  had  announced  that  un¬ 
limited  production  for  corn,  wheat,  and 
cotton  would  be  permitted  for  the  crop 
year  1953.  This  decision  is  difficult  to 
justify  since  all  of  the  statistical  and  eco¬ 
nomic  information  available  indicates 
that  limitations  on  acreage  and  market¬ 
ing  of  these  crops  were  necessary.  This 
meant  that  the  administration  could 
take  no  action  on  production  controls 
until  the  end  of  the  1953  marketing  sea¬ 
son,  at  which  time  the  CCC  investment 
in  price  support  operations  had  doubled 
to  $6.4  billion. 

This  was  the  inheritance — a  surplus, 
primarily  in  corn,  wheat,  and  cotton. 
These  are  the  very  crops  for  which  the 
previous  administration  did  not  impose 
controls  in  1953.  To  add  further  to  the 
problems  left  by  the  previous  administra¬ 
tion,  rigid  mandatory  90  percent  price 
supports — intended  as  a  production  in¬ 
centive — were  required  by  law  to  be  in 
force  on  the  1954  crops  in  line  with  legis¬ 
lation  passed  in  1952.  This  meant  that 
the  present  administration  could  do  little 
to  affect  the  rate  of  CCC  inventory  accu¬ 
mulation  until  the  harvest  of  the  1955 
crops. 

A  really  honest  comparison  to  reflect 
the  changing  in  inventories  and  other 
price  support  commitments  would  be  a 
comparison  between  June  30,  1955,  and 
June  30,  1957.  The  CCC  commitments 
on  those  two  dates  are  $7.1  billion  and 
$7.5  billion  respectively. 

The  administration  is  doing  a  spec¬ 
tacular  job  in  its  sales  and  other  dis¬ 
posals  of  CCC  stocks. 

Let  us  review  some  of  the  basic  sta¬ 
tistics.  Let  us  look  at  the  facts  in  the 
case. 

Twice  in  its  history  of  liquidating  sui> 
plus  stocks  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  was  in  a  wartime  “seller’s  mar¬ 
ket”;  that  is  to  say,  conditions  were 
favorable  for  disposals  at  a  minimum  of 
loss.  During  the  World  War  II  period 
and  again  during  and  after  the  Korean 
emergency,  prices  were  rising.  There 
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was  an  expansion  of  demand  for  com¬ 
modities. 

Liquidation  at  the  present  time  is  be¬ 
ing  undertaken  at  a  time  when  there  is 
no  emergency  demand  for  commodities, 
though  Europe  has  been  temporarily 
caught  with  short  supplies  of  wheat  and 
oil  crops.  Europe  has  also  been  replen¬ 
ishing  its  cotton  stocks,  and  stoppage  of 
traffic  in  the  Suez  caused  some  shifts  in 
import  patterns.  But,  on  the  whole,  it 
has  been  a  peacetime  “buyer’s  market.” 

But  even  in  the  absence  of  emergency 
demands  abroad,  CCC  managed  to  raise 
its  sales  and  other  disposals  in  fiscal  year 
1956  to  an  alltime  peacetime  high  of 
$2,723,000,060.  It  is  estimated  that  1957 
figures  will  reach  a  still  higher  total  of 
$3,976,000,000. 

A  noteworthy  fact  is  that  sales  and 
other  disposals,  even  on  so  large  a  scale 
as  this,  have  been  accomplished  without 
disrupting  market  prices  at  home  or 
abroad. 

I  am  sure  that  all  concerned  are  en¬ 
couraged  by  the  fact  that  agricultural 
exports  as  a  whole  have  been  setting  new 
value  and  quantity  records.  During  the 
first  8  months  of  fiscal  1957 — July  to 
February — they  gained  48  percent  in 
value  and  53  percent  in  quantity  over 
the  same  period  of  a  year  earlier.  At  this 
rate,  total  value  of  farm  exports  for  all 
of  1956-57  should  reach  the  alltime 
high  of  almost  $4.5  billion,  or  about  $1 
billion  more  than  in  1955-56.  Chief 
gains  this  year  have  been  cotton,  up  355 
percent;  grains  and  feeds,  up  46  percent; 
vegetable  oils  and  oilseeds,  up  29  percent; 
and  fruits  and  vegetables,  up  20  percent. 
About  three-fifths  of  total  agricultural 
exports  have  sold  for  dollars. 

Commodities  covered  by  title  I,  Public 
Law  480  agreements  with  31  countries 
total  about  $1.8  billion  at  export  market 
value,  which  cost  the  CCC  $2.9  billion, 
not  counting  ocean  transportation  costs 
financed  by  CCC.  Well  over  $1  billion 
worth  has  already  been  exported.  Ship¬ 
ments  during  the  current  fiscal  year  have 
been  averaging  about  $60  million  a 
month,  or  about  16  percent  of  total  agri¬ 
cultural  exports. 

More  than  430  million  bushels  of 
wheat  and  wheat  flour  have  been  pro¬ 
gramed — including  the  1958  and  1959 
fiscal  year  portions  of  the  India  and 
Brazil  agreements — of  which  over  half 
has  already  been  exported.  Title  I  pro¬ 
graming  also  includes  about  2.5  million 
bales  of  cotton,  of  which  more  than  1.5 
million  bales  have  been  exported ;  22  mil¬ 
lion  bags  of  rice,  of  which  about  15  mil¬ 
lion  have  been  shipped;  145  million 
pounds  of  tobacco,  of  which  more  than 
110  million  pounds  have  been  shipped; 
1.2  billion  pounds  of  cottonseed  oil  and 
soybean  oil  of  which  more  than  900 
million  pounds  have  been  shipped;  75 
million  bushels  of  feed  grains  of  which 
more  than  55  million  bushels  have  been 
shipped;  and  about  150  million  pounds  of 
meat  and  more  than  200  million  pounds 
of  lard,  of  which  more  than  half  have 
been  shipped. 

The  title  I  program  to  date  will  re¬ 
sult  in  shipment  of  more  than  16  mil¬ 
lion  metric  tons,  of  which  over  9  mil¬ 
lion  have  already  moved.  Shipments 
for  this  fiscal  year — July  to  March — to¬ 
tal  more  than  4.5  million  tons. 
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So  far  as  the  soil  bank  is  concerned 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  program  was 
approved  with  bipartisan  support.  1957 
was  the  first  year  of  full  operation  under 
this  program.  I  am  sure  that  when  all 
the  data  are  in  that  the  results  will  show 
a  great  achievement.  Certainly  its  not  a 
perfect  program.  Certainly  it  can  stand 
improvements,  but  the  improvements 
cannot  come  by  crippling  the  admin¬ 
istration  by  withdrawing  necessary 
funds.  If  it  is  the  desire  of  Congress  to 
do  away  with  the  soil  bank  program  let 
us  be  honest  and  do  it  in  a  forthright 
manner  through  the  House  Agriculture 
Committee,  and  not  by  slowly  withdraw¬ 
ing  its  lifeblood.  I,  for  one,  believe  that 
the  soil  bank  can  in  great  part  do  what 
it  was  designed  to  accomplish.  Let  us 
give  it  a  chance. 

(Mr.  ARENDS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may 
desire  to  the  gentleman  from  Washing¬ 
ton  [Mr.  PellyI. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  accord¬ 
ing  to  my  information  Agriculture  De¬ 
partment  officials  are  in  agreement  that 
the  soil  bank  program  was  a  failure  last 
year  as  far  as  reducing  surplus  crops 
was  concerned.  It  is  generally  agreed,  I 
am  informed,  that  most  of  the  payments 
made  under  this  program,  which 
amounted  to  approximately  a  quarter  of 
a  billion  dollars,  which  were  paid  to 
farmers  was  for  rental  of  land  which  be¬ 
cause  of  drought  or  some  other  reason 
would  not  have  produced  much  anyway. 
It  most  cases  the  soil  bank  takes  poor, 
nonproductive  acres  out  of  production, 
and  entails,  on  the  other  hand,  growing 
more  of  the  same  crops  on  other  acres. 
I  have  read  that  this  year’s  soil  bank 
program  will  cost  $1  billion  and  still  will 
not  be  effective  in  obtaining  the  desired 
reduction  in  production  of  certain  so- 
called  basic  commodities.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  see  that  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
Benson  says  our  agricultural  program 
is  unworkable.  He  says  it  simply  shifts 
surpluses  from  the  five  soil  bank  crops — 
cotton,  wheat,  rice,  tobacco,  and  pea¬ 
nuts — to  new  surpluses  of  crops  such  as 
soybeans,  oats,  barley,  flaxseed,  dry 
beans,  and  the  like. 

The  printed  report  on  the  Agriculture 
and  Farm  Credit  Administration  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  H.  R.  7441,  points  up  the 
ridiculous  contradiction  of  spending  $1 
billion  to  remove  cropland  from  produc¬ 
tion  to  cut  down  on  the  surpluses,  and 
then  at  the  same  time  of  spending  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  to  provide  research  and 
educational  activities  to  teach  farmers  to 
increase  yields  and  expand  their  produc¬ 
tion.  The  latter  programs  in  H.  R.  7441 
I  notice  include  $48,994,890  for  research 
in  1958,  $29,503,708  for  State  experi¬ 
mental  stations,  and  $49,101,000  for  ex¬ 
tension  service  to  take  the  research  re¬ 
sults  and  other  agricultural  information 
to  the  farmers. 

Another  contradiction  which  is  not 
mentioned  in  the  report  as  such,  but 
rather  is  free  from  comment,  is  the  $250 
million  in  this  bill  for  1958  agricultural 
conservation  programs.  Conservation  is 
a  “sacred  cow,”  I  know,  but  purchase  of 


fertilizers  and  lime,  in  my  judgment, 
are  not  properly  conservation.  Planting 
of  seeds  and  trees  and  soil-terracing 
services,  on  the  other  hand,  properly  can 
be  called  conservation. 

Actually  there  is  very  little  benefit  to 
the  individual  in  the  lime  program  be¬ 
cause  payments  to  individual  farmers 
are  small.  I  recall  it  was  testified  1 
year  that  one-third  of  the  payments  were 
less  than  $60  per  farmer.  But  my  main 
objection  to  these  limestone  and  fer¬ 
tilizer  expenditures  is  that  they  are  not 
genuine  soil  conservation.  If  I  am  suc¬ 
cessful  in  being  recognized  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  I  will  put  in  an  amendment  to  cut 
out  the  words  “fertilizer,  lime,”  on  line 
21,  page  18  of  the  bill,  and  likewise  to 
reduce  the  $250  million  appropriation  by 
$69.7  million  to  $180  million,  thus  re¬ 
ducing  the  total  in  the  amount  of  these 
2  giveaway  programs.  On  lime  we  spend 
about  $31.9  million,  and  on  fertilizer 
about  $37.7  million. 

Likewise  I  wish  it  were  possible  for 
me  to  effect  another  saving;  namely,  to 
eliminate  peanuts  as  a  basic  commodity. 
I  cannot  see  any  justification  for  con¬ 
sidering  this  commodity,  grown  only  in 
five  States,  as  basic.  It  has  cost  tax¬ 
payers  of  America  $133  million  to  sup¬ 
port  the  price  of  peanuts-  The  results 
have  been  the  price  per  pound  is  so  high 
the  housewife  cannot  afford  to  buy  them, 
and  the  candy-bar  manufacturer  can¬ 
not  afford  to  use  peanuts  in  a  candy  bar- 

When  it  comes  time  to  vote  on  amend¬ 
ments,  as  we  read  this  bill,  I  shall  be  on 
hand.  I, shall  listen  as  I  have  already 
today  as  in  past  years  to  eloquent  recitals 
of  what  we  owe  the  farmer  because  of 
his  contribution  to  the  war  effort  more 
than  a  decade  ago.  I  shall  listen  to  the 
appealing  dissertations  as  to  what  is 
wrong  with  the  Republican  program  and 
the  administration  of  various  programs. 
All  the  woes  of  the  farmer  will  be  ex¬ 
plained  and  the  broken  promises  of  my 
political  party  and  Secretary  Benson 
exposed  for  posterity. 

But,  Mr.  Chairman,  no  one  will  arise 
and  frankly  say  that  the  farmer  gets 
special  treatment  on  his  income  tax,  that 
he  gets  exemption  from  gasoline  taxes, 
that  his  products  can  be  transported  in 
unregulated  trucks,  that  his  cost  of  food 
often  is  small  compared  with  the  city 
dweller.  No  one  will  recite  all  the  special 
treatment  and  benefits  or  the  cost  of 
such  treatment  and  benefits  to  the  city 
dweller — and  the  added  living  cost  to  the 
city  wage  earner  and  consumer  as  a 
result  of  such  matters,  as  well  as  increase 
in  his  Federal  taxes. 

All  I  can  say  is,  the  farmer  is  import¬ 
ant,  but  only  in  exactly  the  same  ratio 
as  any  other  population  group  based  on 
its  production  and  buying  power  in  the 
scheme  of  living  in  America  and  its  liv¬ 
ing  standard. 

I  think  actually  we  are  hurting  the 
farmer  with  overindulgence.  I  support 
education  and  research  for  agriculture 
and  all  groups  and  individuals  in 
America,  but  thereafter  I  say  we  are  on 
the  wrong  track. 

The  $5  billion  Federal  cost  of  the  farm 
subsidy  and  assistance  program  might  be 
better  credited  to  the  farmers’  income 
tax  or  given  them  in  cash.  This  would 
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eliminate  administrative  expense  and 
other  Government  costs  which  are  not 
direct  benefits.  At  least  that  would  cut 
down  the  size  of  Government  and  in¬ 
directly  help  all  taxpayers.  I  fear,  Mr. 
Chairman,  it  is  a  case  where  the  farmer 
can  save  himself  from  his  enemies  bet¬ 
ter  than  he  can  save  himself  from  his 
friends  and  Representatives  in  Congress. 

As  for  myself,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  in¬ 
clined  to  vote  against  H.  R.  7441.  In  all 
conscience  I  cannot  find  it  in  my  heart  to 
vote  for  a  measure  to  finance  agricul¬ 
tural  programs  which  it  is  admitted  are 
failures.  The  least  we  could  do  with 
this  bill  would  be  to  cut  out  items  to 
expand  production — like  fertilizer  and 
lime — since  the  idea  is  to  reduce  over¬ 
production.  But,  in  the  overall  desire  to 
cut  the  budget  here  is  one  Department 
where  I  would  use  a  meat  ax. 

(Mr.  PELLY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  have  no  further  requests  for 
time. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  require  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mar¬ 
shall]. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
has  been  a  pleasure  for  me  to  serve  on 
the  Subcommittee  on  Agricultural  Ap¬ 
propriations.  The  able  chairman  of  our 
committee,  Mr.  Whitten,  a  tireless, 
hard-working  Member  of  this  body,  has 
been  more  than  considerate  of  me  and 
that  has  made  my  work  enjoyable.  Mr. 
Natcher,  our  able  Member  from  Ken¬ 
tucky,  can  always  be  depended  upon  fof 
constructive,  courteous  advice.  He  is 
every  inch  a  gentleman.  My  colleague 
from  Minnesota,  H.  Carl  Andersen, 
leaves  no  doubt  that  he  is  consistently  on 
the  side  of  the  farmer.  Walter  Horan, 
from  the  State  of  Washington,  brings  to 
the  committee  the  frankness  and  friendly 
attitude  of  cooperation  noticeable  in  peo¬ 
ple  from  the  Western  States.  It  is  a 
pleasure  to  serve  with  Congressman 
Vursell,  from  Illinois.  He  is  practical 
in  his  approach  and  has  a  philosophy  of 
life  that  is  at  all  times  enjoyable. 

I  have  the  friendliest  feeling  for  all 
members  of  the  subcommittee.  While 
we  have  our  differences  of  opinion  there 
is  no  ill  feeling  or  rancor  among  us.  All 
of  us,  regardless  of  party,  have  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  the  people  of  the  United  States 
at  heart.  All  of  us  have  long  been  asso¬ 
ciated  with  farm  problems  and  each  in 
our  way  try  to  be  constructive  in  solving 
these  problems. 

All  of  us  are  concerned  about  the  farm 
problem  and  each  of  us  would  like  to  see 
a  solution  put  forth.  Each  of  us  deplores 
the  waste  of  funds  and  the  ineffective  use 
that  has  been  made  of  them.  We  want 
the  farm  people  of  our  country  to  have 
equality  with  other  economic  groups  in 
the  country.  We  want  the  farm  people 
to  have  a  return  on  their  investment  and 
their  labor  that  will  establish  for  them 
a  standard  of  living  in  the  American 
tradition. 

We  want  the  farm  homes  to  be  pros¬ 
perous.  We  want  the  children  of  farm 
families  to  have  the  same  educational 
advantgaes  as  urban  families.  We  desire 
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that  the  health  needs  of  rural  people  be 
met.  This  can  only  be  done  by  wise  ac¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  Congress  coupled  with 
the  proper  philosophy  and  administra¬ 
tive  action  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  which  administers  the  laws. 

During  the  time  General  Eisenhower 
has  been  in  the  White  House  I  have 
found  myself  in  disagreement  with  the 
farm  philosohpy  and  farm  policy  of  his 
administration.  Today  after  a  little 
more  than  4  years  of  that  administration 
we  hnd: 

Net  farm  income  has  gone  down  $2.5 
billion,  or  17.5  percent. 

The  farmer’s  share  of  the  consumer’s 
dollar  has  dropped  from  47  cents  to  40 
cents — down  15  percent. 

The  return  to  the  farmer  for  an  hour 
of  labor  he  puts  in  has  dropped  121,4, 
cents — from  82 1^  in  1952  to  70  cents  last 
year. 

Capital  investment  per  farm  has  in¬ 
creased  over  15  percent. 

The  farm  debt  has  gone  up  more  than 
a  fifth — from  $14.8  billion  in  1952  to 
$18  billion  in  1956. 

During  the  same  4 -year  period  costs 
per  farm  have  increased  about  10  per¬ 
cent,  reflecting  increases  to  nearly  every 
other  group. 

Price  supports  have  been  lowered  18 
percent  on  milk  and  butterfat;  they  are 
down  a  fifth  or  more  on  corn,  rye,  and 
soybeans;  they  have  been  dropped  tt- 
fourth  on  flaxseed,  oats,  barley,  and 
grain  sorghums. 

During  this  period  .of  deliberately 
lowered  price  supports,  the  general  level 
of  farm  prices  has  declined  in  about  the 
same  proportion  as  income. 

Do  these  facts  portray  the  policy?  I 
think  they  do.  The  speculation  of  what 
might  have  been  or  who  is  to  blame  is 
stirring  the  ashes  of  the  past.  The 
Eisenhower  administration  is  in  charge 
of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  It  is  their  responsibility  to  lead 
us  into  the  future  and  to  propose  those 
things  that  are  needed  for  the  benefit  of 
our  national  welfare,  of  which  agricul¬ 
ture  ought  not  to  be  a  forgotten  part. 

I  and  other  members  of  our  Committee 
prefer  to  be  a  part  of  a  constructive  crew, 
not  a  wrecking  gang.  We  propose  to 
move  forward,  to  keep  in  progress  with 
the  time  and  to  build  future  American 
strength  and  American  ideals. 

That  is  why  your  committee  is  inter¬ 
ested  in  soil  conservation.  That  is  why 
we  have  repeatedly  tried  to  protect  funds 
for  soil  and  water  conservation  from  in¬ 
discriminate  budget  cutting.  We,  as  a 
committee,  have  withstood  assaults  from 
the  administration  to  do  what  we  feel 
would  weaken  these  activities.  Your 
committee  would  like  to  expend  more  of 
the  public  funds  constructively  and  eco¬ 
nomically  to  save  our  soil  and  water  re¬ 
sources  for  coming  generations.  We  feel 
that  such  action  is  necessary  for  the  fu¬ 
ture  of  a  secure  America.  We  are  con¬ 
cerned  because  the  administration  has 
seen  fit  to  create  more  agencies  to  add 
more  personnel  and  to  spread  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  this  program  through  all  of  the 
agencies  to  such  an  extent  that  we  feel 
our  bureaus  have  been  overburdened 
with  conferences  and  redtape.  The 
suggestions  that  come  from  farmers 


through  the  farmer  committees  of  all  the 
agencies  have  been  largely  ignored. 
These  farmer  activities  are  a  vital  and 
essential  part  of  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  work,  as  well  as  all  phases  of  agri¬ 
culture. 

The  committee  feels  that  soil  and  water 
conservation  must  take  place  on  the  land 
and  that  funds  should  not  be  dissipated 
around  the  conference  table.  Let  us  do 
these  things  now  before  it  is  too  late.  In 
order  that  conservation  programs  in  the 
Department  may  be  brought  together, 
your  committee  has  combined  these  ac¬ 
tivities  in  one  place  in  our  committee 
report. 

Time  does  not  permit  as  much  discus¬ 
sion  of  conservation  resources  one  would 
like  to >pend  on  it.  There  is  no  question 
concerning  the  importance  of  this  prob¬ 
lem,  which  has  long  been  recognized  as  a 
responsibility  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  working  with  rural  people. 

After  conserving  resources,  the  next 
item  that  follows  naturally  is  the  proper 
development  of  these  resetirces.  The  de¬ 
mand  on  the  United  States  to  feed  and 
clothe  not  only  our  own  citizens  in  these 
turbulent  times,  but  also  many  of  the 
people  of  the  world  has  brought  about  a 
dislocation  and  has  created  incentives 
that  the  administration  finds  so  trouble¬ 
some. 

There  are  those  who  place  the  blame 
on  price  supports.  These  folks  overlook 
the  reasons  for  them  and  ignore  history. 
The  experience  of  the  early  twenties 
are  still  vivid  in  my  memory.  During 
World  War  I  the  slogan  “Wheat  Will  Win 
the  War’’  was  shouted  from  the  roof 
tops.  Acre  after  acre  was  brought  into 
production.  The  wheat  was  produced. 
Then  after  the  war,  prices  collapsed. 
This  happened  not  only  in  wheat  but 
other  farm  products. 

In  the  last  World  War  the  farmer  was 
asked  for  all-out  production  again — and 
again  the  farmer  delivered  what  was 
asked  of  him.  No  soldier  was  denied  a 
decent  ration  because  the  farmer  failed 
to  produce  for  his  every  need.  There  was 
food  in  plenty  at  home,  and  enough  held 
over  so  that  after  the  war  enough  could 
be  exported  to  our  allies  to  help  them 
through  their  immediate  postwar  diffi¬ 
culties. 

The  second  time,  price-support  legisla¬ 
tion  was  enacted  by  the  Congress  to  give 
the  farmer  some  of  the  kind  of  protection 
industry  always  has  obtained  in  cost-plus 
contracts  and  reconversion  payments. 
The  protection  was  provided.  The  cost 
compared  with  payments  of  all  types  to 
industry  has  been  relatively  small.  The 
protection  given  would  be  cheap  at  double 
the  cost,  if  the  administration  could  learn 
to  use  price  supports  wisely  to  avoid  a 
farm  depression  instead  of  bringing  it 
about. 

The  weakening  of  price  supports  has, 
in  my  estimation,  been  the  glaring 
weakness  of  the  Eisenhower  administra¬ 
tion.  In  this  regard  I  challenge  anyone 
to  show  where  we  have  lost  one  penny’s 
worth  of  world  trade  because  of  our 
price-support  program.  In  our  hear¬ 
ings,  time  after  time,  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  admitted  to  our  chairman 
that  they  had  the  legal  power  to  sell 
agricultural  commodities  at  a  competi¬ 
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tive  price  in  world  trade  as  provided  in 
the  charter  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  This  was  written  so  clear¬ 
ly  in  the  charter  that  it  could  not  be 
denied.  It  is  clear  that  our  price-sup¬ 
port  program  has  not  had  any  effect 
upon  our  world  trade  whatsoever.  The 
neglect  of  this  administration  to  use  the 
legal  power  it  possesses  is  a  most  impor¬ 
tant  factor,  however.  The  next  item 
then  must  be  our  domestic  trade.  There 
the  facts  are  revealing,  for  while  our 
farm  prices  have  dropped,  the  consumer 
prices  have  remained  practically  con¬ 
stant. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  has  a 
series  of  cost  figures  running  back 
through  the  years  on  what  it  calls  the 
farm  market  basket.  This  is  a  fixed 
volume  of  farm  products  sold  at  retail 
and  adjusted  from  time  to  time  to  reflect 
marketing  trends. 

During  the  last  4  years  the  cost  of  the 
market  basket  to  the  housewife  has  in¬ 
creased  by  $5,100,000,000.  The  amount 
the  farmer  received  for  these  same  prod¬ 
ucts  went  down  by  $6,300,000,000  during 
the  same  period.  The  cost  of  market¬ 
ing  these  products  went  up  $11,400,000,- 
000.  It  is  pretty  much'  the  same  old 
story  of  the  farmer  getting  less;  the  con¬ 
sumer  paying  more,  and  the  processor 
getting  rich. 

What  if  farm  prices  had  gone  up  as 
much  as  other  prices  during  the  time 
they  were  going  down?  A  Department 
of  Agriculture  witness  testified  before 
our  subcommittee  that  this  would  have 
raised  the  cost-of-living  index  from  3 
to  4/fiercent,  or  3%  to  nearly  5  points. 
A  rise  of  only  1  point  in  the  consumer 
price  level  would  cost  consumers  $2,500,- 
000,000,  according  to  the  testimony  of 
the  Governor  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board  before  the  Joint  Economic  Com¬ 
mittee  of  Congress. 

We  are  pleased  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  has  set  up  a  subcommittee 
under  the  chairmanship  of  the  able  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  AnfusoJ  to 
go  into  this  problemT  We  are  hopeful 
that  much  light  can  be  shed  on  this 
matter.  I  fear  it  will  disclose  that  the 
administration  has  been  guilty  of  assist¬ 
ing  those  who  traditionally  make  it  a 
practice  to  farm  the  farmer.  I  might 
add  that  our  committee  for  several  years 
has  pointed  out  what  we  felt  to  be  alarm¬ 
ing  trends  in  this  direction.  If  domestic 
consumption  is  to  be  increased  by  price 
reduction  it  means  that  handlers  of  r  gri- 
cultural  commodities  must  decrease  their 
profits  in  line  with  farm  price  reductions 
imposed  upon  the  farmers  by  the  Eisen¬ 
hower  administration.  I  must  hasten  to 
add  that  this  negative  farm  policy  is  one 
that  I  entirely  disagree  with.  Any  open- 
minded  person,  after  studying  the  record, 
will  come  to  the  same  conclusion. 

I  have  an  abiding  faith  in  farm  people 
and  the  future  of  American  agriculture. 
The  American  farmer  exists  today  in  a 
complex  regulated  society.  Industry  and 
labor  enjoy  protection  and  safeguards  to 
their  welfare  that  have  been  built  up 
over  the  years  by  a  benevolent  govern¬ 
ment.  Can  agriculture,  on  a  free-market 
basis,  successfully  compete  with  these 
other  protected  groups  in  our  economy? 
Should  not  American  farmers  receive 
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the  same  consideration  from  their  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  solving  their  problems? 

The  majority  of  farm  families  accept 
this  philosophy,  and  on  every  occasion, 
when  given  the  opportunity  in  a  referen¬ 
dum,  they  have  expressed  their  desire  to 
work  out  their  problems  through  group 
action  and  cooperation  with  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  They  realize  that  they  cannot  be 
exponents  of  free  enterprise  on  an  island 
removed  from  the  rest  of  our  protected, 
regulated,  and  at  times,  pampered  so¬ 
ciety. 

The  majority  of  farmers  understand 
this.  The  majority  of  Congress  has 
plainly  understood  it  in  the  past.  The 
Eisenhower  administration  refuses  to 
recognize  this  and  goes  blindly  on  be¬ 
littling  farm  programs  and  making  them 
ineffective.  For  how  long  must  this 
blight  upon  the  prosperity  of  American 
farm  homes  remain? 

Many  economists  in  the  country  are 
pointing  out  that  there  are  too  many 
people  on  the  land.  They  seem  to  feel 
that  fewer  people  on  the  land  will  in 
some  way  work  us  out  of  our  production 
problems.  There  is  no  greater  fallacy 
than  this.  Experience  proves  that  fewer 
people  and  more  machines  on  the  farms 
have  the  effect  of  increasing  our  overall 
production.  Look  at  the  recent  records 
of  American  Agriculture-  Fewer  and. 
fewer  people  on  the  land  have  been  pro¬ 
ducing  more  and  more.  We  have  not 
approached  the  point  where  farmers 
leaving  the  land  will  have  the  effect  of 
decreasing  production.  Our  policy 
should  not  be  to  replace  farm  people  with 
farm  machines.  It  should  be  to  make  it 
possible  for  more  people  to  make  a  living 
on  the  land.  Assistance  must  be  given 
to  American  agriculture  through  re¬ 
search,  marketing,  and  management  to 
bring  this  about.  Farm  people  tradition¬ 
ally  have  been  a  stable  and  strong  in¬ 
fluence  in  all  powerful  countries,  and  the 
United  States  is  no  exception. 

Farming  is  a  way  of  life,  and  that  way 
of  life  can  be  a  happy  one.  Farm  homes 
today  enjoy  many  benefits  brought  to 
them  by  programs  developed  during  the 
Roosevelt  administration.  REA  has 
lighted  their  homes,  for  example.  In¬ 
sured  bank  deposits  have  given  security 
to  their  investments.  Over  and  beyond 
these,  other  programs  have  given  farm¬ 
ers  a  greater  confidence  and  capability 
to  manage  and  conduct  programs  for 
their  security  and  the  welfare  of  the 
Nation. 

My  firm  conviction  is  that  they  will 
not  permit  these  things,  of  which  they 
are  constrantly  reminded,  to  be  taken 
from  them.  It  is  hard  for  the  farmers 
to  understand  why  the  Eisenhower  ad¬ 
ministration  does  not  understand  them 
or  their  problems,  and  that  the  neglect 
of  these  problems  is  leading  them  to  eco¬ 
nomic  disaster. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  require  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Foun¬ 
tain], 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
should  like  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
Members  to~  the  very  successful  polio- 
vaccination  program  conducted  on  Capi¬ 
tol  Hill  on  Tuesday,  Wednesday,  and 
Thursday  of  last  week.  More  than  1,600 
persons  received  polio  shots  during  the 


3  days  paying  $1  per  person.  The  actual 
cost  of  the  vaccine  used  was  63  cents 
per  person.  The  Congressional  Secre¬ 
taries’  Club,  which  sponsored  and  or¬ 
ganized  the  program,  paid  all  other  nec¬ 
essary  costs  out  of  the  club  treasury,  and 
37  cents  of  each  dollar  paid  by  the  per¬ 
son  vaccinated  will  be  donated  to  the 
National  Foundation  for  Infantile  Pa¬ 
ralysis.  I  understand  the  first  contribu¬ 
tion  to  the  foundation  will  amount  to 
about  $600.  I  am  told  that  similar  con¬ 
tributions  will  be  made  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  second  and  third  shots  in  the  rec-  « 
ommended  series  of  three. 

All  the  individuals  who  participated  in 
the  organization  and  carrying  out  of  this 
fine  program  deserve  to  be  commended. 
Particular  credit  is  due  to  Miss  Marie 
Warme,  of  the  office  of  the  gentleman 
from  Nebraska,  Congressman  Miller. 
Miss  Warjne  is  chairman  of  the  polio- 
vaccination  committee  of  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Secretaries’  Club.  The  program 
could  not  have  been  accomplished  with¬ 
out  the  invaluable  assistance  of  Dr.  Grace 
L.  Stone,  who  has  charge  of  the  polio 
program  for  the  District  of  Columbia 
public  schools.  Dr.  Stone  arranged  for 
use  of  syringes  and  other  equipment 
needed  for  the  program  as  well  as  very 
generously  offering  advice  and  coopera¬ 
tion  in  its  organization. 

Among  the  others  who  deserve  com¬ 
mendation  for  this  very  notable  accom¬ 
plishment  are : 

Miss  Grace  Matthews,  registered  nurse, 
head  nurse  for  the  District  of  Columbia 
Health  Department,  and  Mrs.  Ruth 
Woods,  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Chap¬ 
ter  of  the  American  Red  Cross,  who  as¬ 
sisted  in  obtaining  nurses  and  nurses’ 
aids  for  the  program. 

Lt.  George  Kleinfeld,  Medical  Corps, 
USNR,  who  generously  volunteered  to 
supervise  administration  of  the  shots. 

Dr.  George  W.  Calver,  attending  phy¬ 
sician  to  the  Congress,  who  assisted  in 
obtaining  a  physician  to  supervise  the 
program  and  also  administered  shots  to  a 
number  of  Hill  employees. 

Polio  shots  were  very  skillfully  admin- 
stered  by  Mrs.  Evelyn  Houser,  R.  N. ;  Mrs. 
Cecilia  Dana,  R.  N.;  and  Hospital  Mate 
Second  Class  Winnie  L.  Ulrich,  a  Navy 
nurse  who  volunteered  her  services.  I 
am  informed  by  some  of  those  who  re¬ 
ceived  shots  that  the  procedure  was  fast, 
efficient  and  so  painless  that  the  needle 
could  hardly  be  felt. 

I  will  not  attempt  to  mention  them  by 
name,  but  I  think  that  all  of  the  officers 
and  members  of  the  Congressional  Secre¬ 
taries’  Club  who  participated  in  organ¬ 
izing  and  conducting  this  program  de¬ 
serve  our  commendation.  Our  com¬ 
mendation  is  due  particularly  to  all  of 
the  charming  young  ladies  who  graci¬ 
ously  assisted  in  performing  clerical 
duties  connected  with  the  program.  Our 
thanks  are  due  also  to  our  own  nurses  in 
the  House  and  Senate,  Mrs.  Hazel  Goff, 
Mrs.  Ruby  Fipps,  and  Mrs.  Clara  Ruck- 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  polio  vaccination 
program  conducted  by  the  Congressional 
Secretaries’  Club  is  an  outstanding  ex¬ 
ample  of  what  can  and  should  be  done  to 
protect  the  health  of  our  Federal  em¬ 
ployees.  In  March  I  wrote  to  the  head  of 
each  of  the  larger  Federal  Departments 


and  agencies  urging  the  establishment 
of  appropriate  programs  for  Federal 
employees.  The  Intergovernmental  Re¬ 
lations  Subcommittee  of  the  Committee 
on  Government  Operations,  of  which  I 
have  the  honor  to  be  chairman,  recom¬ 
mended  unanimously  on  March  28  that 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  through  the  Public  Health 
Service,  take  prompt  steps  to  encourage 
polio  vaccination  programs  for  Federal 
employees  at  their  places  of  work.  The 
subcommittee’s  recommendation  did  not 
involve  expenditure  of  Federal  funds, 
since  we  specifically  suggested  that  the 
programs  be  paid  for  by  the  employees 
themselves,  just  as  is  being  done  by  em¬ 
ployees  on  Capitol  Hill.  It  was  made 
because  our  study  had  convinced  us  that 
thousands  upon  thousands  of  persons 
who  otherwise  would  never  get  this  pro¬ 
tection  would  take  advantage  of  polio 
shots  available  at  their  places  of  work. 
We  were  surprised  to  find,  for  example, 
that  nearly  2  years  after  the  vaccine  be¬ 
came  available  in  the  age  group  between 
20  and  40  only  1  person  in  ,42  had  re¬ 
ceived  the  full  3-shot  series,  and  only 
1  out  of  6  had  received  any  vaccine  at  all. 

On  March  28  the  subcommittee  unani¬ 
mously  asked  President  Eisenhower  to 
publicly  endorse  on-the-job  polio  vac¬ 
cination  programs.  Although  it  is  my 
understanding  that  polio  shots  were  ar¬ 
ranged  for  the  White  House  staff,  I  re¬ 
gret  that  the  President  has  not  yet  seen 
fit  to  endorse  appropriate  polio  vaccina¬ 
tion  programs  for  other  Federal  employ¬ 
ees — especially  where  they  work  together 
in  great  numbers  in  large  metropolitan 
areas.  I  regret  also  that  the  Public 
Health  Service  has  not  yet  given  effective 
leadership  in  bringing  the  protection  of 
the  Salk  vaccine  to  Government  workers, 
even  though  many  private  corporations 
have  demonstrated  that  employee  vac¬ 
cination  programs  can  and  will  reach 
many  persons  who  would  not  otherwise 
be  vaccinated.  No  Federal  funds  would 
be  needed  for  these  programs,  since  the 
employees  themselves  would  and  should 
be  more  than  willing  to  pay  the  cost. 

I  realize  that  the  supply  of  vaccine 
may  not  be  presently  adequate  to  con¬ 
duct  immediate  vaccination  programs 
for  all  Federal  employees.  However, 
there  is  little  evidence  that  any  plan¬ 
ning  has  been  done  for  that  day  in  the 
near  future  when  vaceine  is  plentiful. 
With  very  few  exceptions,  “on-the-job” 
polio  vaccination  programs  have  not 
been  carried  out  or  even  planned. 

The  Congressional  Secretaries’  Club 
has  shown  what  can  be  done,  especially 
in  areas  of  mass  employment.  I  hope 
their  example  will  be  followed. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  no  further  requests  for  time  on 
this  side. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  following 
sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 
in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated, 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1958,  namely. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  mot 
present. 


6148 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


May  lb 


Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Kilday,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.  R.  7441)  making  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year 
1958  had  come  to  no  resolution  thereon. 


SPECIAL  ORDER  VACATED 

Mr.  BOYLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanX 
imous  consent  that  the  special  order 
granted  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Vanik]  today  may  be  vacated  and  that 
he  may  be  granted  the  same  privilege 
under  the  same  conditions  tomorrow. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection? 

There  was  no  objection. 


POLISH  CONSTITUTION  DAY 
(Mr.  PHILBIN  asked  and  was  granted 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  and  include  extrane¬ 
ous  material.) 

Mr.  PHILBIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  insert  in  the  Record  an  outstand¬ 
ing  and  most  impressive  guest  editorial 
from  the  celebrated  Journal-Register,  of 
Palmer,  Mass.,  written  by  Mr.  Bogulaus 
S.  Grzywna,  delegate  to  the  United 
Polish-American  Organization  Council 
and  president  of  Polish  National  Alli¬ 
ance  in  his  area. 

It  is  most  appropriate  that  Mr. 
Grzywna’s  eloquent  remarks  on  Polish 
Independence  Day  should  stress  the  need 
for  liberation  and  assistance  for  the 
oppressed  people  of  Poland. 

This  is  an  objective  to  which  all  true 
Americans  are  pledged.  It  is  an  objec¬ 
tive  for  which  I  have  worked  unceasingly 
for  several  years  past,  and  I  propose  to 
continue  my  efforts  until,  God  willing, 
final  victory  has  been  won. 

I  compliment  Mr.  Grzywna  for  his 
memorable  and  forceful  editorial,  which 
is,  in  my  judgment,  a  real  contribution 
to  the  contemporary  discussion  of  the 
great  human  question  of  liberation  am 
relief  for  the  Polish  nation  and  its  g^a- 
lant  people. 

Polish  Constitution  Day 
(Guest  editorial  by  Bogulaus  S.  Grzywna, 
delegate  to  the  United  Polish -American 
Organizations  Council,  townshimif  Palmer, 
and  president  of  Polish  National  Alliance, 
group  2170,  Three  Rivers,  Ma^.) 

May  3  marks  the  anniversary  of  one  of  the 
great  human  documents  of  .She  age  of  democ¬ 
racy,  the  Polish  Constitution  of  1791. — a 
document  including  guaranties  of  religious 
toleration  and  freedom/6f  thought  that  com¬ 
pare  favorably  with  he  guaranties  in  our 
own  Constitution. 

The  Polish  people  have  been  victimized  be¬ 
yond  the  experience  of  most  European  peo¬ 
ples  by  conquest,  partition,  invasion,  oppres¬ 
sion  across  centuries.  They  are  held  today 
as  the  creatures  of  a  government  satellite  to 
the  Soviet  Union  and  maintained  in  power 
only  by  Jhe  Red  army. 

But  under  the  successive  oppressions  of 
the  pa4t  the  Polish  people  never  lost  their 
sensjX  of  nationalism  and  never  lost  their 
delation  to  the  principles  of  freedom. 
These  emotions  were  so  strong  within  them 


that  after  nearly  a  century  and  a  half  of  for¬ 
eign  occupation  Poland  rose  again.  Poland 
will  rise  yet  once  more  as  an  independent 
nation,  capable  of  asserting  her  right  to  self- 
government. 

Neither  the  Polish  people  nor  we  in  America 
,  can  ever  accept  the  present  condition  of 
Poland’s  existence.  A  nation  enslaved  calls 
for  our  help.  We  continue  to  look  to  total 
freedom  as  the  goal  for  the  Polish  nation. 

1  The  American  people  will  never  cease  to  work 
>  for  this  goal.  We  know  that  the  tyrant  will 

Ibe  thrown  off. 

In  their  long  history  the  Polish  people 
have  had  little  opportunity  to  enjoy  freedom, 
yet  they  have  constantly  and  valiantly  strug¬ 
gled  to  attain  it.  Despite  the  suffering  of 
invasions,  partitions  and  occupations,  Polish 
patriotism  has  never  faltered. 

Poland  sent  her  finest  spirits.  General 
Pulaski  and  General  Kosciusko,  to  fight  with 
'  !  armies  of  George  Washington  and  to  help 
infant  States  of  America  win  their 
freedom. 

Smce  the  days  of  the  American  Revolution 
Polisil  blood  has  been  shed  for  the  preserva¬ 
tion  oK  American  liberty.  Such  patriots  as' 
Thaddeiv,  Kosciusko  and  Casimir  Pulaski 
and  almost  a  thousand  other  Polish  patriots 
fought  foA  the  Continental  Army.  During 
the  Mexican,  Civil,  and  Spanish-American 
Wars  Americans  of  Polish  descent  died  for 
the  preservation  of  American  freedom.  Morj 
recently,  during-.World  War  I  300,000  Polisjf- 
Americans  served*  in  defense  of  their  adopted 
country,  and  in  World  War  II  more  /than 
900,000  served. 

As  Polish  patriotism  contributed/to  the 
security  of  our  countfV,  their  stability  aided 
in  its  development.  The  Polish  immigrants 
come  to  America  endowed  with  af  capacity  for 
perseverance  and  a  love  of  G/a.  The  Poles 
are  not  afraid  of  work.  They  cultivated  our 
soil;  constructed  our  railroads;  developed  our 
coal,  iron,  and  copper  manes;  and  as  they 
gained  proficiency,  contributed  to  the  ex¬ 
pansion  of  our  industry.  Their  religious 
faith  has  also  made  tjjiem  peaceful^ loyal,  and 
law-abiding  citizei 

Our  Polish-Am^ricans  have  helped  In 
building  American  civilization  and  culture. 
The  cultural  achievements  of  Polandf.  ha ve 
become  a  partrof  the  varied  culture  of  Amer¬ 
ica.  The  Pqles  have  also  contributed  to  the 
spiritual  ayfd  religious  growth  of  our  count) 
Today/the  anniversary  of  Polish  Constitu' 
tion  Day,  is  an  appropriate  occasion  for  all 
Americans  to  express  their  appreciation  to  all 
Polish- Americans  for  their  contributions  in 
the  defense  and  development  of  our  great 
mntry.  It  is  also  an  opportune  time  to 
Lssure  Americans  of  Polish  descent  that  we 
will  join  in  their  prayers  for  the  enslaved 
relatives  and  friends  in  their  native  land. 

The  reestablishment  of  Poland  as  a  truly 
sovereign  nation,  free  to  guide  her  own  des¬ 
tinies,  is  an  objective  that  we  must  never 
allow  too  far  from  our  thoughts  and  memo¬ 
ries.  When  the  day  comes  again  that  Poland 
is  free,  the  celebration  of  her  great  Constitu¬ 
tion  Day  will  be  a  celebration  in  which  all  of 
aspiring  mankind  can  share. 

It  is  my  fervent  hope  on  this  anniversary 
of  the  Polish  Constitution  Day  of  May  3  that 
the  courageous  Polish  people  will  be  shortly 
rewarded  for  their  faith  in  the  noble  prin¬ 
ciples  embodied  in  that  great  document  and 
for  their  perseverance*  in  pursuing  their 
ideals. 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  68  yesterday  I  was  recorded  as 
absent.  I  was  present  and  answered  to 
my  name,  and  ^  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  permanent  Record  be  corrected 
accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection? 

There  was  no  objection. 


THE  PLIGHT  OF  THE  LEAD-ZINC 
INDUSTRY 

(Mr.  DIXON  asked  and  was  granted 
permission  to  address  the  House  Xior 
1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  and  include  certain  extraneous 
material.) 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Speaker, Xhe  atten¬ 
tion  of  this  House  should  be  Balled  to  the 
plight  of  our  domestic  lea^zinc  mining 
industry. 

That  industry  today  isXonfronted  with 
the  following  disastrous  problems: 

First.  Price  of  lead-zinc  has  dropped 
to  11  *4  cents  in  thppast  10  days. 

Second.  The  D/partment  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  has  temporarily  suspended  buying 
of  free-markef/world  lead-zinc  under  the 
barter  progrs 

Third.  The  industry  is  faced  with 
widespread  mine  shutdowns  and  layoffs. 

We  cannot  afford  to  rely  solely  upon 
foreigp  sources  for  these  strategic  metals. 
If  we  do,  in  time  of  war  it  could  be  a 
fatjn  mistake. 

There  is  one  bright  spot  in  the  picture, 
learned  from  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  this  morning  that  he  will 
soon  submit  to  the  Congress  a  long-range 
mining-policy  proposal. 

The  specter  of  mine  closures  and  un¬ 
employment  today  is  a  haunting  one,  but 
an  even  more  frightening  episode  may 
someday  occur  when  our  own  mines  have 
closed,  our  reliance  on  foreign  imports 
for  strategic  metals  is  nearly  complete, 
and  we  find  ourselves  in  a  war  for  sur¬ 
vival. 

Gentlemen,  it  is  a  relatively  easy  task 
to  close  a  mine.  In  most  instances  it  can 
be  done  in  a  few  days.  When  a  mine  has 
been  neglected  through  disuse  for  long 
periods  of  time  and  fills  with  water,  and 
the  mining  families  have  moved  away,  it 
sometimes  takes  months  and  even  years 
to  reopen  a  mine.  This  is  an  undesirable 
situation  in  times  of  peace,  and  it  could 
be  a  mortally  bad  mistake  in  a  time  of 
war. 

The  price  of  zinc  has  fallen  to  liy2 
jents  per  pound.  It  is  impossible  for  the 
reat  majority  of  our  domestic  mines  to 
operate  at  anything  near  a  profit  at  this 
price.  What  is  the  problem  and  reason 
for  the  steady  declines  in  price?  It  is 
simply,  this ;  Our  mines  and  miners  are 
in  competition  with  foreign  sources  of 
supply  and  cheap  foreign  labor.  Mine 
operators  xannot  psty  the  wages  which 
American  ntiners  deserve  as  a  just  share 
of  our  prosperity  and  still  compete  with 
foreign  operators  and  laborers. 

Our  domestic'lead-zinc  industry  is  be¬ 
ing  made  an  urWilling  sacrificial  goat 
on  the  altar  of  aerogram  whereby  we 
are  placing  our  mines  and  miners  in  con- 
petition  with  foreignVwages  with  which 
they  cannot  successfully  compete. 

This  Government  hap  imposed  rigid 
export  controls  over  suci»  items  as  do¬ 
mestic  scrap  iron  to  help  eliminate  short¬ 
ages.  If  this  is  desirable,  why  should  not 
we  then  impose  controls  to  laelp  elimi¬ 
nate  domestic  surpluses  througfi  import 
controls? 

The  barter  program  has  been  ^note¬ 
worthy  and  beneficial  help  to  our\nin- 
ing  industry.  This  program  allows^he 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  barter  ofcr 
agricultural  surpluses  for  the  product 
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AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  PILL,  1953.  Passed  with  amendments  this  bill,  H.R. 

7441.  (pp.  6159-87) 

Agreed  to  the  following  amendments: 

By  Rep.  Harrison,  Va. ,  192  to  137,  to  provide  that  no  part  of  the  appropriation 
shall  be  used  to  formulate  and  administer  an  acreage  reserve  program  with 
respect  to  1958  crops.  (pp.  6172-32,  6186-87) . 

By  Rep.  Reuss,  as  amended  by  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Abbitt,  to  limit  to  $2,500  the 
amount  of  payments  any  one  farmer  may  receive  in  1953  under  the  acreage 
reserve  program  (pp.  6182-84) . 

Rejected  the  following  amendments: 

By  Rep.  Wier,  to  increase  the  appropriation  for  meat  inspection  from  $16,586,000 
to  $18,718,000.  (p.  6160) 

By  Rep.  Becker,  26  to  58,  to  delete  from  the  bill  both  the  electrification  and 
telephone  loan  authorizations  for  REA.  (pp.  6161-64) 

By  Rep.  Rees,  72  to  74,  to  reduce  the  limitation  on  the  maximum  ACP  payment  to 
any  one  farmer  from  $2,500  to  $1,500.  (pp.  6166-70) 

By  Rep.  Pelley,  to  reduce  the  advance  ACP  authorization  from  $250  million  to 
$180  million,  and  to  delete  the  words  !  fertilizers'1  and  "lime"  as  items 
which  may  be  furnished  as  a  part  of  advance  conservation  materials  and 
services.  (pp.  6170-72) 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  agricultural  appropriation  brL^.  Senate  passed  State- 
Justice-Judiciary  appropriation  bill.  Senate  committee  reported  third  supple¬ 
mental  and  Commerjee  appropriation  bills.  Sen.  Morse  criticised  farm  program  and 
farm  prices.  Sdn.  Allott  introduced  and  discussed  bill  to  consolidate  certain 
farm  loan  la^/s.  Sen.  Morton  inserted  Under  Secretary  Morse's  Lexihgton,  Ky. 
speech, 


The  provision  in  the  bill  to  extend  to  employees  of  FAS  in  foreign  countries 
the  same  facilitating  authorities  now  available  to  Foreign  Service  employees 
of  the  State  Department  was  stricken  on  a  point  of  order  by  Rep.  Rooney. 

(p.  6161)  _ 


BUDGET.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  submitted  a  report  on  the  review 
of  the  budget  formulation  and  presentation  practices  of  the  International 
Cooperation  Administration  (H.  Rept.  449).  p.  6195 

Rep.  Collier  discussed  the  size  of  the  budget  and  called  for  a  reduction 
i\  Federal  expenditures,  pp.  6192-93 


3.  RECORDS  MANAGEMENT.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  wittwamend- 
ment  IK R.  5110,  to  provide  for  the  transfer  to  the  National  Archives/of  any 

records\jf  any  Federal  agency  where  such  records  have  been  in  existence  .for 
more  than\50  years  and  are  not  needed  by  the  agency  in  conducting' current 
business  (H.  Rept.  450).  p.  6195 

4.  DAIRYING.  Rep\  Laird  reviewed  the  history  and  importance  of/£he  American 

dairy  industry  ,\and  paid  tribute  to  its  part  in  the  Jamestown  Celebration  thi 
year.  p.  6193 
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SENATE 

5.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed 'with  amendments  H.R.  6371, /the  St ate- Just ice- Judiciary 

appropriation  bill,  whicfv  had  been  reported  with/amendments  during  the 
adjournment  of  the  Senate  \S.  Rept.  303).  All/committee  amendments  were 
adopted  and  an  amendment  by \Sen.  Johnson  requesting  USIA  to  inform  Congress 
of  any  finding  that  overseas  Government  information  activity  will  not  prevent 
private  U.S.  concerns  from  selMng  information  overseas.  Conferees  were 
appointed,  pp.  6197,  6233-4, 

The  Appropriations  CommitteeVepopted  with  amendments  H.R.  7221,  the 
third  supplemental  appropriation  biLy  for  1957  (3.  R:yprt.  J10). -pp.6200- ,  6211 

Received  a  message  from  the  President  transmitting  a  proposed  provision 
for  the  Southeastern  Power  Admin iteration  in  the  Interior  Department  appro¬ 
priation  for  1957  (S.  Doc.  37) ; /to  the  Appropriations  Committee,  p.  6198 
Received  a  message  from  the  Presidents  transmitting  a  proposed  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  to  pay  claims  against  the  U.S.  (S.  Doc.  33);  to  the 
Appropriations  Committee.  6198 

6.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Morsy  criticized  the  Secretary  for  the  levels  of  farm 

prices,  inserting  a  table  showing  parity  price  comparisons  for  various  farm 
products,  and  urged  treater  efforts  to  get  food  to  ruingry  people.  He 
inserted  a  farmer 1  aletter  criticizing  the  farm  program,  pp.  6285-6 

7.  ELECTRIFICATIONy/ftECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee 

reported  wit  tinmen  dment  S.  60,  to  authorize  construction  \f  the  Fryingpan- 
Arkansas  project  (S.  Rept.  325) ;  and  reported  without  amendment  S.  555,  to 
authorize  construction  of  Hells  Canyon  dam  (S.  Rept.  324).  p„.  6200 

SenyMorse  criticized  the  partnership  program  in  public  power,  urged 
constriction  of  John  Day  dam  and  other  Federal  multi-purpose  projects,  and 
asserted  his  support  for  the  preference  clause  in  those  instance  s\when  it  is 
fair/to  the  greatest  number  while  refusing  to  let  ’’the  public-prefWence 
clause  be  a  sacred  cow  in  my  political  philosophy.'  pp.  6276-84 


AX  AMORTIZATION.  Sen.  Goldwater  inserted  a  list  of  tax- amortization  certi¬ 
ficates  granted  in  the  Northwestern  U.S.  and  an  article  to  show  how  manyNsuch 
certificates  x*ere  granted  to  public  utilities,  pp.  6230-1 
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House  of  Representatives 


The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

Rev.  K.  Wamston  McCracken,  asso¬ 
ciate  minister  of\he  New  York  Avenue 
Presbyterian  Church,  Washington,  D.  C., 
offered  the  following  prayer : 

Eternal  God,  our  Father,  we  are  here 
today  with  great  responsibilities  of  which 
most  of  us  are  consciousX  So  move  by 
Thy  spirit  within  us  that  we  may  seek 
what  is  best  for  all  people  mvolved  in 
every  situation  to  which  we  hav^any  re¬ 
lation.  Help  us  to  find  the  wideXvision 
that  sees  service  and  not  selfishness, 
principles  rather  than  pride,  justice 
rather  than  justification. 

We  thank  Thee  for  the  incentive  t(X 
goodness  that  prevails  within  our  lives. 
Enable  us  to  find  in  the  knowledge  of  a 
task  well  done  our  satisfaction  and  our 
reward.  Keep  us  humble  in  the  midst  of 
our  opportunities  so  that  we  see  ourselves 
as  means  to  an  end  and  not  as  the  end  in 
itself. 

Direct  us  throughout  this  day  that  our 
thoughts  may  be  clear,  our  speech  con¬ 
cise  but  not  offensive,  our  work  worthy  of 
the  legislature  of  which  we  have  been 
called  to  be  a  part.  This  all  we  pray  in 
the  name  of  Jesus  Christ,  our  Lord. 
Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 

SPECIAL  ORDER  VACATED , 

Mrs.  KELLY  of  New  York.  MrJ^peak- 
er,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  /hat  the 
special  order  granted  me  ioy\ tomorrow 
be  vacated. 

The  SPEAKER.  Witjz6ut  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

-There  was  no  objection. 


CORRECT 


OF  ROLLCALL 


The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered.  ^ 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SILER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rollcall 
No.  72  I  am  recorded  as  being  absent.  I 
was  present  and  answered  to  my  name.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  perma¬ 
nent  Record  and  the  Journal  be  corrected 
accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


Mr.  HESS/-  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rollcall 
No.  71  I  anr  recorded  as  being  absent.  I 
was  present  and  answered  when  my  name 
was  cafied.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that/xhe  permanent  Record  and  the 
JojAnal  be  corrected  accordingly. 


the 


The  Clerk  called 
lowing  Members  fail 
names: 

[RoU/No. 


all,  and  the  fol- 
answer  to  their 


THE  LATE  CAROL  COOK  ALLENy 
The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  recognises 
(Jie  gentleman  from  Calif  orniayrMr. 
?KSONl. 

JACKSON.  Mr.  Speajdsr,  it  is 
withNleep  regret  that  I  announce  to  the 
membX^hip  of  the  House  the  passing  on 
yesterdaV  of  the  wife  of  ojt-fr  esteemed  col¬ 
league,  thXHonorable^JOHN  J.  ALlen,  Jr., 
of  California 

The  unexpe'blechd'nd  untirhely  death  of 
Carol  Cook  Alle^Scomes  as  a  great  shock 
to  all  who  knew  frer  as  a  gracious  lady 
and  a  devoted  wiNand  mother.  Mrs. 
Allen  wasranative  daughter  of  California 
and  wa*r  married  to  \ur  colleague  31 
years  /go.  To  this  unior\were  born  two 
dau^gnters,  Ramona  and  Suzanne. 

know  that  I  express  thXrleep  sym- 
5athy  of  not  only  the  membX\s  of  the 
California  delegation  in  the  Congress 
but  of  the  entire  membership  on  this  sad < 
occasion  to  the  bereaved  husbandNand 
other  surviving  members  of  a  fine  Airm^- 
ican  family. 

Funeral  services  will  be  conducted  on 
tomorrow  at  the  Episcopal  Church,  3d 
and  A  Streets  NE. 

CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present.  x 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 


Adair 

Ebarharter 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Allen,  Calif. 

Owns 

Morrison 

Anderson, 

/Fallon 

Moulder 

Mont.  , 

/  Fogarty 

Murray 

Ashley  y 

Gray 

Powell 

Ayres  / 

Griffin 

Rodino 

Barden / 

Gross  ■ 

Sadlak 

Baring/ 

Gubser 

Scherer 

Barrett 

Gwinn 

Shelley 

Begmer 

Hays,  Ohio 

Sikes 

Brntnik 

Holt 

Stauffer 

'Boggs 

Holtzman 

Taylor 

Bowler 

James 

Teller 

Boykin 

Kearney 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Buckley 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Wolverton 

Cole 

Long 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Magnuson 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  378 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


CORRECTION  OF  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  rollcall  No.  72  I  am  recorded  as  ab¬ 
sent.  I  was  present  and  answered  to  my 
name.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Record  and  Journal  be  corrected 
accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1958 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7441)  mak¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Admin¬ 
istration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
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consideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  7441,  with 
Mr.  Kilday  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit¬ 
tee  rose  on  yesterday  the  Clerk  had  read 
down  to  and  including  line  6,  page  1,  of 
the  bill.  If  there  are  no  amendments  at 
this  point,  the  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Meat  inspection :  For  carrying  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  laws  relating  to  Federal  inspection 
of  meat  and  meat-food  products  and  the 
applicable  provisions  of  the  laws  relating  to 
process  or  renovated  butter;  $16,586,000. 

Mr.  WIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Wier:  On  page 
4,  line  16,  that  the  figure  “$16,586,000”  be 
stricken  and  the  figure  ‘-,$18,718,000”  be  sub¬ 
stituted. 

Mr.  WIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  one 
item  in  this  agricultural  appropriation 
bill  that  I  am  somewhat  concerned 
about.  I  am  concerned  about  the  meat 
inspection  department  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture.  I  want  at  all  times 
to  be  sure  that  the  meats  that  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  eat  are  properly  inspected, 
and  any  cut  in  this  department,  I  feel 
rather  disturbed  about. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  not  going  to  make 
any  elaborate  statement  of  it,  but  I  want 
to  express  my  interest  in  it,  and  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  to  just  give  the  reasons  of  why  a 
cut  of  $2  million  was  made  under  what 
the  Department  of  the  Budget  approved. 
I  see  there  is  about  a  $2  million  difference 
between  the  figure  presented  by  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  and  that 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  If  I  am 
assured  that  the  American  people  are 
going  to  have  equally  as  good  meat  in¬ 
spection  under  your  $16  million  as  they 
would  under  the  $18  million,  I  will  be 
satisfied. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  to  me,  I  feel  certain 
I  can  give  the  gentleman  that  assurance 
and  I  should  like  to  explain  why  I  can. 
Meat  inspection  is  required  by  law.  The 
meat  has  to  be  inspected. 

This  item  was  cut  in  line  with  the  gen¬ 
eral  policy  of  the  committee  to  hold  the 
Department  down  to  this  year’s  level, 
which  we  have  done  through  the  bill  ex¬ 
cept  as  to  conservation  of  resources. 
Where  meat  inspection  is  concerned 
there  is  a  provision  whereby  if  the  in¬ 
spectors  we  do  have  must  work  overtime, 
that  overtime  is  paid  by  the  packers. 
The  packers  can  have  as  much  time  of 
the  inspection  staff  as  they  wish,  except 
that  beyond  the  amount  provided  in  the 
bill,  the  packers  pay  for  that  time.  But 
the  law  requires  that  the  inspection  be 
the  same  one  way  or  the  other.  So 
whichever  way  it  is  done,  if  an  additional 
amount  were  included,  it  would  mean 
that  much  less  the  packers  would  pay 
and  that  much  more  the  Government 
would  pay.  Under  either  figure  the  in¬ 
spection  is  required  and  the  public  health 
is  protected.  It  is  just  a  question,  in 
view  of  our  efforts  to  hold  down  the  total 
number  of  Federal  employees  and  to 
hold  the  Department  down  to  this  year’s 
level,  whether  any  increased  time  and 


the  cost  thereof  would  be  passed  on  to 
the  packers. 

Mr.  WIER.  All  I  want  from  my  good 
friend  from  Mississippi  is  the  assurance 
that  there  will  be  no  cutback  in  the 
number  of  inspections  required  to  carry 
out  the  law,  nor  any  reduction  in  the 
quality  of  the  inspection  that  may  result 
because  of  the  cutback. 

Mr-  WHITTEN.  The  gentleman  is 
carrying  me  a  little  further  than  I  can 
go  in  that  I  cannot  say  that  they  would 
not  cut  back  on  the  number  of  inspectors 
in  order  to  be  able  to  buy  some  uniforms; 
and  I  cannot  say  that  they  would  not 
cut  the  number  back  for  some  other 
purpose.  But  I  would  say  that  in  my 
judgment  there  will  be  the  same  kind 
and  type  of  inspection  that  is  required 
under  the  amount  that  is  in  the  bill  as 
there  would  be  under  the  amount  in  the 
amendment.  The  difference  would  be  in 
who  paid  the  increase  in  cost. 

Mr.  WIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment.  I 
merely  repeat  that  the  committee  felt 
that  this  item,  along  with  other  items  in 
the  bill,  should  be  held  to  this  year’s  level. 
We  are  convinced  that  under  the  policy 
followed  and  under  the  law,  the  public 
health  would  be  protected  to  the  same 
degree  on  the  basis  of  the  amount  in  the 
bill  as  it  would  if  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment  were  adopted.  Therefore  I  hope 
the  committee  will  turn  down  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  wish  to  inform  the  commit¬ 
tee  that  on  this  side  we  are  in  full  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  statement  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi.  I  hope  the 
amendment  will  be  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Wier]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  SERVICE 

Marketing  research  and  service 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  research 
and  service  to  improve  and  develop  market¬ 
ing  and  distribution  relating  to  agriculture 
as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1621-1627)  and  other 
laws,  including  the  administration  of  mar¬ 
keting  regulatory  acts  connected  therewith: 
Provided,  That  appropriations  hereunder 
shall  be  available  pursuant  to  5  United  States 
Code  565a  for  the  construction,  alteration, 
and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements, 
but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of 
erecting  any  one  building  shall  not  exceed 
$10,000,  except  for  two  buildings  to  be  con¬ 
structed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 
$20,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any 
one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not 
exceed  $3,750  or  3  percent  of  the  cost  of 
the  building,  whichever  is  greater. 

Mr.  HARVEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  HARVEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HARVEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
events  of  the  past  few  months,  with  re¬ 


spect  to  agriculture,  have  been  dis¬ 
couraging,  to  say  the  least.  There  has 
developed  not  only  dissention  and  an¬ 
tagonism  within  the  ranks  of  those  who 
are  the  friends  of  agriculture,  but  there 
appears  now  to  be  a  general  attitude  of 
despair  and  despondency  as  to  the  future. 
Possibly  the  latter  reaction  naturally 
follows  the  former  condition. 

Having  been  through  some  rugged 
times  as  a  farmer  myself,  I  know  that  as 
a  historical  truth  the  trends  in  agri¬ 
culture  “hever  run  smoothly.  Yet,  in  my 
family,  we  have  never  wavered  in  our 
faith  in  the  importance  and  ultimate 
success  of  this  vitak  segment  of  our 
economy.  During  the  137  years  the 
Harvey  family  has  lived  on  the  farm 
where  I  now  live,  we  have  survived  at 
least  four  major  postwar  depressions. 
On  two  occasions,  the  farm  was  in  hock 
and  serious  jeopardy,  but  eventually  we 
recovered  and  bailed  it  out.  I  cite  our 
experience  not  because  it  is  so  unusual; 
on  the  contrary,  it  is  typical  of  much 
family  farm  history. 

The  farmer  is  in  a  tight  financial 
squeeze  right  now,  and  no  one  knows 
that  better  than  the  farmer  himself.  In 
1940,  farmers  spent  almost  $7  billion  in 
cash  in  the  operation  of  their  farms, 
and  last  year  they  spent  nearly  $22  bil¬ 
lion.  Yet  the  average  farmer  in  my 
area — incidentally  one  of  the  best — 
makes  less  than  a  man  who  works  in  a 
factory  and  has  neither  investment  nor 
managerial  responsibilities. 

Now  these  are  facts,  but  even  so,  I  am 
not  especially  discouraged,  nor  would  I 
conclude  that  the  situation  is  hopeless. 
We  ought  to  have  faith  in  our  judgment 
here  in  Congress.  We  enacted  a  soil- 
bank  program  to  supplement  our  price- 
support  laws,  which  had  proved  inade¬ 
quate  to  meet  the  postwar  impact  of 
increased  production  and  decreasing 
markets.  We  also  enacted  Public  Law 
480,  to  assist  in  the  disposal  of  surplus 
commodities  in  an  efficient  manner,  both 
at  home  and  abroad.  Both  these  pro¬ 
grams  are  just  getting  underway  and  I 
for  one  am  unwilling  to  throw  up  my 
hands  and  declare  them  a  failure  before 
they  have  had  time  to  prove  their 
worth — time  they  have  not  yet  had. 

It  would  not  be  my  belief  that  there  is 
no  other  solution  or  that  present  pro¬ 
grams  should  continue  indefinitely.  If 
we  are  to  emerge  from  this  postwar 
adjustment  period  without  a  major  de¬ 
pression,  we  must  use  them  and  recog¬ 
nize  themjor  what  they  are — temporary 
expedients  to  bridge  a  difficult  period. 
In  my  judgment,  we  ought  to  be  putting 
much  more  emphasis  on  the  potentials 
of  greater  use  for  our  farm  production. 
We  ought  to  be  employing  our  best  re¬ 
search  talent  to  find  new  uses  for  what 
we  can  produce  or  new  products  to  grow 
for  new  uses. 

It  will  be  said  that  we  have  been  this, 
and  in  a  way  we  have.  But  the  em¬ 
phasis  in  agricultural  research  has  been 
on  production  and  not  on  utilization. 
The  Research  and  Extension  Subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  House  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  held  hearings  on  this  subject 
and  recently  heard  a  progress  report 
from  the  Commission  established  last 
year  to  investigate  the  potential  in  this 
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field  and  to  determine  the  progress  being 
made  by  both  public  and  private  re¬ 
search  agencies.  Several  members  of 
Congress  have  introduced  bills  on  this 
subject,  and  my  own,  H.  R.  6985,  is 
among  those  pending. 

There  is  no  feature  of  our  efforts  to 
stabilize  the  income  of  farmers  and 
promote  general  prosperity  that  holds 
greater  promise  to  the  rank  and  file  of 
farmers  than  the  research-for-use  en¬ 
deavor.  Farmers  inherently  like  to  pro¬ 
duce  to  the  limit  of  their  capacity 
rathgr  than  to  abide  by  a  system  of  ar¬ 
tificial  restraints.  But  they  will  abide 
by  such  restraints  if  necessary  to  sur¬ 
vive. 

The  whole  history  of  our  country  has 
been  one  of  progress  and  development,' 
and  certainly  agriculture  today  is  a 
most  challenging  problem.  In  my  hum¬ 
ble  opinion  we  should  attach  more  im¬ 
portance  to  farm  research  for  commer¬ 
cial  utilization,  for  in  this  direction  we 
can  lead  American  agriculture  to  a 
hitherto  unimagined  prosperity  that 
will  invigorate  our  whole  economy. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent  (at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  Mr.  H.  Carl  Andersen),  Mr. 
Harvey  was  granted  permission  to  pro¬ 
ceed  for  an  additional  2  minutes.) 

Mr.  HARVEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  compliment  this  subcommittee, 
headed  by  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Abernethy]  for  the  fine  work 
they  are  doing.  I  think  we  must  ex¬ 
pand  this  effort  and  we  must  put  a 
great  deal  more  emphasis  behind  it.  It 
is  not  a  quickie  answer,  but  I  am  think¬ 
ing  it  is  the  best  and  the  only  long- 
range  solution  for  this  most  difficult 
problem. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARVEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Utah. 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  wish  to  join  in  com¬ 
plimenting  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Abernethy]  and  his  commit¬ 
tee  on  their  work  on  utilization  research, 
and  also  wish  to  join  with  my  colleague, 
Representative  Harvey,  in  his  statement. 
My  position  is  that  production  research 
has  worked  miracles  and  that  that  is 
one  of  the  causes  for  our  great  surpluses 
which  have  depressed  prices.  If  produc¬ 
tion  research  can  work  miracles,  cer¬ 
tainly  consumption  research  can  also 
work  miracles.  Is  that  not  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  position? 

Mr.  HARVEY.  I  think  so  beyond  the 
question  of  a  doubt.  I  am  just  saying 
in  essence  here  to  you,  my  good  friends, 
that  in  the  past  we  have  been  a  country 
whose  whole  history  has  been  one  of 
imagination  and  progress.  Let  us  just 
put  our  imagination  and  our  efforts  to 
work  in  this  field,  and  eventually  we  will 
come  up  with  a  solution  that  will  not 
only  mean  prosperity  to  our  agriculture, 
but  which  will  also  mean  almost  un¬ 
dreamed-of  prosperity  for  our  country 
as  a  whole. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  has  expired. 

The  pro  forma  amendments  were 
withdrawn. 


The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign 
Agricultural  Service,  including  carrying  out 
title  VI  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954  (68 
Stat.  968),  and  for  enabling  the  Secretary 
to  coordinate  and  integrate  activities  of  the 
Department  in  connection  with  foreign  agri¬ 
cultural  work,  including  not  to  exceed 
$25,000  for  representation  allowances,  and 
for  expenses  pursuant  to  section  8  of  thq 
act  approved  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  1034), 
$3,902,300:  Provided,  That  not  less  than 
$400,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  ap¬ 
propriation  shall  be  available  to  obtain 
statistics  and  related  facts  on  foreign  pro¬ 
duction  and  full  and  complete  information 
on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move 
farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  com¬ 
petitive  basis:  Provided  further.  That  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  act  of  August  1,  1956  (70  Stat. 
890-892),  and  provisions  of  a  similar  nature 
in  appropriation  acts  of  the  Department  of 
State  for  the  current  and  subsequent  fiscal 
years  which  facilitate  the  work  of  the  For¬ 
eign  Service  shall  be  applicable  to  funds 
available  to  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
a  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
st^te  the  point  of  order. 

/ Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
(a  point  of  order  with  regard  to  the  lan¬ 
guage  beginning  with  the  words  “Pro¬ 
vided.  further,”  on  line  8,  at  page  10, 
[down  to  and  including  the  word  “Serv¬ 
ice”  on  line  14,  the  language  being  as ' 
follows: 

*  Provided  further.  That  provisions  of  the 
act  of  August  1,  1956  (70  Stat.  890-892),  and 
provisions  of  a  similar  nature  in  appropria¬ 
tion  acts  of  the  Department  of  State  for  the 
current  and  subsequent  fiscal  years  which 
facilitate  the  work  of  the  Foreign  Service 
shall  be  applicable  to  funds  available  to  the 
Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

I  make  the  point  of  order,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  on  the  ground  that  this  language  is 
legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
be  heard? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Whitten], 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
committee  concedes  the  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  concedes  the  point  of 
order.  The  point  of  order  is  sustained. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  In  accordance  with  said  act,  and 
for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  7 
thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  act  as 
follows:  Rural  electrification  program,  $179,- 
000,000,  of  which  not  to  exceed  $20,000,000 
shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  borrowed 
under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the 
extent  that  such  amount  is  required  during 
the  fiscal  year  1958  under  the  then  existing 
conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly 
development  of  the  rural  electrification  pro¬ 
gram;  and  rural  telephone  program,  $60,- 
000,000,  of  which  not  to  exceed  $10,000,000 
shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  borrowed 
under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the 
extent  that  such  amount  is  required  during 
the  fiscal  year  1958  under  the  then  existing 
conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly 
development  of  the  rural  telephone  program. 


Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment  which  is  at  the  Clerk's 
desk. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Becker:  On 
page  11,  line  16,  strike  out  the  paragraph 
entitled  “Loan  Authorization”  through  line 
7  on  page  12. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  an  ad¬ 
ditional  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  object  in  connection  with 
such  an  amendment  as  this. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  New  York  is  recognized  in  support 
of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BECKER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MASON.  I  want  to  say  that  I 
shall  object  to  all  requests  for  extension 
of  time  from  now  on. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
reason  for  this  amendment  is  a  very 
simple  one.  Under  the  Rural  Electrifi¬ 
cation  Act  of  1936,  and  amendments  of 
1939  and  1949,  the  United  States  Treas¬ 
ury  is  bound  to  loan  money  to  the  REA 
at  2  percent.  We  know  that  through 
the  years  the  Treasury  is  paying  2y2,  3, 
and  today  314  percent.  The  REA  owes 
the  Treasury  today  approximately  $2,- 
500,000,000.  Factual  information  which 
I  will  read  here — that  is  why  I  wanted 
the  extra  time — proves  that  the  REA  has 
untold  surpluses  that  they  are  loaning, 
and  buying  United  States  Treasury  bonds 
today  and  loaning  out  at  higher  interest 
rates  and  making  a  profit  on  the  2 -per¬ 
cent  money  of  the  taxpayers  of  this 
country.  This  interest  rate  is  costing 
the  taxpayers  some  $25  to  $35  million  a 
year  on  something  that  I  believe  is  abso¬ 
lutely  unwarranted  during  this  era  of 
prosperity,  and  in  view  of  thq  fact  that 
the  areas  that  are  being  served  by  the 
REA  are  increasing  their  incomes  day 
after  day.  I  have  in  mind  that  the  Ten¬ 
nessee  Valley  Authority  is  asking  permis¬ 
sion  to  sell  revenue  bonds,  on  top  of  the 
$1,200,000,000  that  they  owe  the  United 
States  Treasury  Department  at  no  inter¬ 
est,  and  that  the  interest  is  being  paid  by 
the  taxpayers.  I  do  not  want  to  stultify 
areas  of  this  country  that  need  electric¬ 
ity.  I  want  to  read  a  statement  of  the 
Public  Service  Commission  of  Indiana: 
Extract  From  an  Opinion  of  the  Public 

Service  Commission  of  Indiana  in  Case 

No.  26077  Dated  December  14,  1956 

The  annual  reports  of  the  REMC’s  on  file 
with  this  commission  show  that  all  the 
REMC’s  are  now  operating  on  a  remarkably 
profitable  basis  and  have  generally  greatly 
reduced,  and  in  some  cases  already  fully  paid 
off,  their  debts  to  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration.  Further,  these  membership 
corporations  now  have  accumulated  large 
surpluses  which  are  in  some  instances  in¬ 
vested  in  Government  bonds.  From  these  in¬ 
vestments  net  operating  incomes  are  annu¬ 
ally  augmented  by  interest  earnings  at  rates 
in  excess  of  the  amount  that  these  same 
membership  corporations  pay  to  the  Federal 
Government  as  borrowers.  Some,  if  not  all, 
of  the  net  operating  and  investment  profits 
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of  the  membership  corporations  are  occa¬ 
sioned  by  the  fact  that  unlike  other  utili¬ 
ties  these  cooperatives  do  not  pay  any  Fed¬ 
eral  income  taxes  upon  such  profits. 

If  this  comes  from  the  State  Public 
Service  Commission  of  the  State  of  Indi¬ 
ana,  then  I  say  it  is  about  time  we 
stopped  and  hesitated  before  the  ad¬ 
vancement  of  further  loans  without  in¬ 
vestigating  how  much  surplus  the  REA 
has  and  why  they  cannot  repay  their 
loans  to  the  United  States  Government 
so  that  our  Treasury  can  reduce  its 
bonded  indebtedness. 

Mr.  HARVEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BECKER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HARVEY.  I  would  be  happy  to 
explain  to  the  gentleman,  because  I  know 
of  the  situation  concerning  which  he 
speaks,  and  that  the  funds  in  question 
are  those  that  are  required  to  be  set 
aside  by  various  cooperatives  to  meet 
emergencies  in  the  case  of  terrific  ice 
storms,  such  as  we  had  recently.  Those 
funds  are  invested  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  BECKER.  We  have  investigated 
that,  but  we  find  they  are  far  beyond  the 
amount  they  are  allowed  to  retain  as 
reserves.  All  these  REA’s  are  tax  free. 

They  are  tax-free;  and  they  are  in 
direct  competition  with  private  utility 
companies  that  are  paying  billions  of 
dollars  of  taxes  into  the  Treasury. 

I  feel  that  there  should  be  an  equali¬ 
zation  somewhere.  I  do  not  want  to  cut 
this  off,  I  may  say  to  my  good  friend 
from  Indiana,  but  I  do  think  the  time 
has  come  when  we  should  halt  this  ex¬ 
penditure  at  this  time.  I  feel  that  ulti¬ 
mately  legislation  should  be  enacted  so 
these  loans  will  pay  the  going  interest 
rate  that  it  is  necessary  for  the  Treasury 
to  pay  to  get  the  money  to  lend  to  them. 

I  believe  there  are  many  expenditures 
of  the  Government  necessary  for  the 
development  of  our  country,  and  I  think 
we  should  do  everything  we  can  to  de¬ 
velop  our  own  country.  REA  received 
appropriations  of  $577  million  last  year. 
I  think  it  is  time  that  we  revised  our 
position,  and  had  an  investigation  of  the 
surpluses  they  have. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  expired. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
a  preferential  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Mr.  Becker  moves  that  the  Committee  do 
now  rise  and  report  the  bill  back  to  the 
House  with  the  recommendation  that  the 
enacting  clause  be  stricken. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  New  York  is  recognized  for  5  min¬ 
utes  on  his  preferential  motion. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BECKER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
about  a  week  ago  we  voted  additional 
lending  authority  for  REA  of  $200  mil¬ 
lion,  and  they  requested  an  increase  of 
$179  million  on  top  of  that?  Has  the 
gentleman  evidence  of  how  that  is  going 
to  be  used? 

Mr.  BECKER.  No;  I  have  no  evidence 
of  how  that  is  going  to  be  used.  I  pre¬ 
sume  that  was  presented  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  at  the  time.  I 


mentioned  a  few  minutes  ago  that  the 
total  appropriation  last  year  was  $577 
million,  and  they  want  this  $239  million 
in  addition. 

I  do  not  accuse  any  Member  or  group 
of  Members  in  this  House  of  advocating 
socialism  or  socialistic  practices,  but  if 
there  is  such  a  thing  as  socialism  this 
certainly  is  it.  I  oppose  socialism  wher¬ 
ever  it  shows  its  head  in  my  country  in 
opposition  to  the  free-enterprise  system 
and  the  citizens  who  have  to  furnish  the 
taxes.  Legislation  has  been  introduced 
in  this  House  by  Members  who  want  to 
reduce  the  income  tax.  I  know  of  two 
bills  that  would  increase  allowances  by 
$100  and  $200.  How  can  we  possibly  re¬ 
duce  income  taxes  if  you  vote  for  such 
programs  as  this  that  compete  with  busi¬ 
nesses  operated  by  the  very  people  who 
are  paying  the  taxes? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BECKER.  In  just  a  moment. 

As  I  said  before,  it  is  not  my  desire  to 
stultify  the  growing  areas  of  this  coun¬ 
try;  I  want  to  see  them  grow  and  I  want 
to  see  them  prosper,  but  I  think  the  very 
recipients  of  these  rural  electrification 
programs  want  to  pay  their  own  way,  or 
at  least  a  part  of  their  own  way. 

All  I  am  asking  is  that  on  these  loans 
they  pay  the  going  interest  rate  that 
must  be  paid  by  the  Treasury  for  borrow¬ 
ing  the  money  that  is  necessary  to  give 
to  the  REA.  Likewise  in  the  case  of  other 
services. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BECKER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  The  type  of  socialism 
the  gentleman  is  talking  about  appears 
to  be  a  type  of  socialism  that  the  aver-' 
age  American  likes  pretty  well. 

Mr.  BECKER.  I  feel  they  do  not  like 
it.  They  do  not  like  it  in  my  district,  I 
know. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  That  may  be  true  in  the 
gentleman’s  district,  but  it  is  not  true  for 
all  America. 

Mr.  BECKER.  That  may  be  true,  too, 
but  it  is  also  true  that  Americans  like 
to  pay  for  what  they  have.  I  know 
Americans  and  I  know  they  like  to  pay 
their  own  way.  Every  American  I  have 
talked  to  about  any  of  these  programs 
wants  to  pay  at  least  a  part  of  the  share 
of  what  he  is  getting  from  this  great 
country  of  ours.  I  know  that  many 
things  are  done  for  political  expediency, 
and  this  is  one.  This  type  of  legislation, 
I  do  not  think,  is  proposed  just  because 
they  say  the  people  cannot  afford  it. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BECKER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MASON.  Does  the  gentleman 
mean  to  say  this  Government  is  lending 
money  at  2  percent  and  then  these  REA’s 
which  have  a  surplus  are  lending  it  back 
to  the  Government  by  buying  bonds  and 
getting  2%  percent  or  more  on  their 
loans? 

Mr.  BECKER.  That  is  absolutely 
correct. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  on  that? 

Mr.  BECKER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi. 
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Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  would  just  like  to 
point  out  that  we  are  referring  to  the 
REA  in  a  rather  confused  way.  The 
headquarters  organization  of  the  REA  is 
down  at  the  Department  and  is  headed 
by  the  Director. 

The  REA  back  in  the  rural  area  is  an 
individual,  locally  operated  and  owned 
cooperative;  and  may  I  say  that  the  Di¬ 
rector  in  Washington,  so  far  as  I  know, 
and  we  asked  him  about  it,  has  not  ap¬ 
proved  a  single  loan  to  a  single  coopera¬ 
tive  that  is  in  this  situation.  If  I  may 
be  permitted  to  complete  my  statement, 
some  cooperatives  have  gotten  into  the 
position  where  they  have  their  own  re¬ 
serves  and,  therefore,  do  not  have  to 
come  to  the  Government,  but  others  are 
not  in  that  fortunate  position.  No  REA 
can  get  a  loan  unless  the  administration 
approves  the  loan. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Then  may  I  ask  this 
question;  If  they  are  all  in  the  same 
boat,  why  should  they  not  lend  the 
money  at  2  percent  to  the  other  REA’s 
that  need  help  and  not  come  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Treasury  at  a  lower  percentage  while 
they  are  lending  their  own  surpluses  out 
at  21/2,  3,  or  4  percent? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  If  the  gentleman 
could  get  such  legislation  as  that  on  the , 
floor  for  consideration,  I  would  give  it 
much  thought.  For  the  present  we  have 
to  meet  it  under  existing  law  until  that 
is  changed. 

Mr.  BECKER.  ThenMet  us  have  an 
investigation  before  we  advance  this 
money  and  find  out  what  the  surpluses 
are  in  these  REA  cooperatives.  We  can 
then  come  back  here  with  legislation 
when  we  have  the  information  that  no 
one  can  get  from  the  REA.  I  have  tried 
and  others  have  tried  to  get  this  infor¬ 
mation  for  me.  I  think  we  should  have 
the  information  before  us  as  to  what  the 
surplus  really  is. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Hie  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  expired. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  motion 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Becker]. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  certain  that  the 
committee  will  not  agree  to  kill  REA  just 
simply  to  cut  out  a  comparatively  small 
amount  having  to  do  with  the  size  of  the 
interest  rates.  I  hope,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  we  can  defeat  this  amendment  im¬ 
mediately  and  get  along  with  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  CHRISTOPHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  CHRISTOPHER.  May  I  say  in 
regard  to  REA  not  paying  taxes  that  the 
REA’s  in  the  United  States  have  paid 
over  $10  million  in  taxes  in  1956.  I  have 
those  figures  already  in  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  and  I  will  be  glad  to  put 
them  in  again.  That  is  exclusive  of  any 
taxes  paid  by  generating  systems,  such 
as  the  TVA  or  Bonneville.  That  is  just 
the  REA  cooperatives  alone.  The  asser¬ 
tion  that  they  do  not  pay  taxes  is  a  fabri¬ 
cation  instituted  by  the  power  trust  of. 
the  United  States  and  advertised  all  over 
the  country. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  May  I 
quote  from  page  1417  of  the  hearings  this 
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paragraph  about  what  the  REA’s  have 
done  for  others  than  agriculture: 

We  must  keep  in  mind  that  were  it  not  for 
the  development  of  REA,  that  business  total¬ 
ing  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars,  involving 
electric  supplies,  television,  radios,  and  so 
forth,  that  are  now  being  sold  out  in  the 
rural  areas,  would  never  have  developed  to 
the  value  of  what  we  might  term  “private 
enterprise.” 

Let  us  keep  in  mind,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  whatever  we  do  to  help  the  REA’s, 
we  are  also  pumping  out  of  the  $2,800,- 
000,000  possibly -a  half  billion  dollars  in 
direct  purchases  from  television,  elec¬ 
trical  supply  companies  and  what  have 
you.  I  am  sure  that  the  Committee  will 
not  be  foolish  enough  to  even  grant  much 
consideration  to  the  suggestion  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  that  the  REA 
program  be  killed. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  gentleman  from  New  York, 
author  of  the  amendment,  as  to  how 
much  the  total  amount  of  loans  are  that 
have  been  available  from  the  REA’s  that 
the  REA’s  have  invested  in  interest 
gathering  schemes?  I  do  not  know 
whether  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
can  supply  us  that  information  or  not. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  The 
gentleman  may  do  so  in  his  own  time. 

1  want  to  add  that  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  does  not  bring  out  the  fact 
that  when  money  was  cheaper,  when  the 
REA  was  drawing  out  of  the  Treasury  at 

2  percent,  they  were  rolling  up  to  the 
credit  of  these  REA’s  an  amount  of 
nearly  $40  million,  if  the '  figures  are 
correct.  We  want  that  as  a  cushion 
toward  offsetting  this  as  a  possible  addi¬ 
tional  cost  now  to  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  be  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  wonder  if 
the  gentleman  would  not  look  with  sus¬ 
pect  at  the  gentleman  from  New  York’s 
philosophy  of  socialism,  because  he  is 
not  critical  of  private  utilities  having 
obtained  tax  amortization  in  amounts 
in  excess  of  $2.3  million.  I  just  wonder 
what  form  of  socialism  he  might  brand 
that  type  of  program. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Might  I 
suggest  to  my  friend  that  if  the  defini¬ 
tion  of  “socialist”  or  “socialism”  prevails 
as  explained  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  relative  to  REA,  there  are  a 
lot  of  socialists  today  in  this  Congress 
of  the  United  States. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  preferential  motion  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  I^ew  York  [Mr.  Becker], 

The  motion  was  rejected. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  we  should 
make  clear  just  what  the  issue  is  here 
by  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Becker], 
The  previous  speaker,  my  very  good 
friend  from  Minnesota,  for  whom  I  have 
a  very  high  regard,  claimed  that  this  was 


an  attempt  to  kill  REA.  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  is  not  the  issue  at  all. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  the  genaleman  will  yield, 
the  amendment  was  offered  to  knock 
this  paragraph  out.  What  other  issue  is 
there  before  us? 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  The  paragraph  was 
only  an  added  grant  of  loans  to  what 
they  already  have. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  program  was  a  fine 
program.  It  was  a  fine  program  when 
developed  in  1936  to  electrify  farms, 
farms  situated  so  far  apart,  with  so  few 
customers  to  the  mile,  that  private  funds, 
immensely  short  in  the  depression,  sim¬ 
ply  were  not  available.  This  fine  pro¬ 
gram  is,  of  course,  known  to  you  all  as 
the  Rural  Electrification  Act. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
accomplished  its  purpose  so  completely 
that  today  the  Administrator  of  REA 
reports  96  percent  of  all  farms  have  been 
electrified,  a  monument  to  the  dedication 
and  spirit  of  all  those  who  took  part. 
Let  us  not  condemn  REA  as  such. 

Let  us  consider  this  amendment.  The 
amendment  would  add  $179  million 
added  loan  authority  to  the  $200  million 
we  voted  a  week  or  10  days  ago.  It  is  in 
the  nature  of  a  further  subsidy,  because 
it  loans  at  a  cost  below  that  which  the 
Treasury  has  to  pay.  That  makes  a 
total  of  $379  million.  When  the  measure 
last  week  was  up,  we  had  somebody  tele¬ 
phone  down  to  find  out  if  the  Adminis¬ 
tration  really  wanted  that  money  and,  if 
so,  why,  and  we  got  the  information  that 
the  association  of  cooperatives  was  ac¬ 
tive  in  the  field.  Ninety-six  percent  of 
the  farms  having  been  already  electri¬ 
fied,  the  association  wae  active  in  the 
field,  and  very  active,  in  order  franti¬ 
cally  to  scrape  the  bottom  of  the  barrel 
to  dig  up  more  projects  so  that  they 
could  get  some  more  money  and  spend 
some  more  money  in  that  way.  They 
had  a  hard  time  finding  new  projects. 
Then  they  had  the  Congressmen,  it  is 
said,  from  those  districts  where  those 
projects  were  to  be  located  importuned 
to  back  REA  to  support  that  request. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  job  is  96  percent 
done  and  we  have  this  big  balance 
available,  why  do  we  need  that  $200 
million  voted  last  week  plus  another 
$179  million  presently  asked  for?  Well, 
it  is  said  that  some  of  it  is  to  be  used 
for  telephones.  Now,  that  is  an  inter¬ 
esting  thing,  too.  I  had  a  letter  from 
a  constituent  who  had  come  back  from 
Alaska  where  a  far-flung  REA  telephone 
line  was  being  put  in,  150  miles  from 
nowhere,  5  customers;  the  installation 
was  being  badly  managed.  This  man 
was  one  of  those  who  had  tried  to  in¬ 
stall  it  and  finally  quit  in  disgust  be¬ 
cause  it  was  being  so  badly  installed. 
Finally  it  was  abandoned.  Cost,  thou¬ 
sands  of  taxpayers  money.  That  is  a 
sample  of  the  extension  of  this  opera¬ 
tion.  The  Administrator  estimates  that 
if  these  loan  rates  were  raised  to  the 
going  rate  that  the  Treasury  pays,  it 
would  mean  to  the  average  customer  an 
addition  to  his  cost  of  only  1%  cents  per 
month.  Likewise,  if  we  continue  to  loan 
at  2  percent  and  pay  at  3*4  percent,  it 
is  a  direct  drain  on  the  Treasury  and 
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there  is  no  chance  for  any  private  capi¬ 
tal  to  be  used.  It  all  must  come  out  of 
the  Treasury. 

The  President,  in  a  letter  to  the 
Speaker  in  April,  recommended  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  interest  rates  for  Gov¬ 
ernment  loan  programs  that  would  in¬ 
duce  private  capital  to  participate  in 
their  financing,  and  to  require  at  least 
that  any  such  rates  cover  the  cost  of 
borrowing  by  the  Federal  Government. 

I  heartily  support  the  amendment  and 
hope  it  will  carry. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  REA  is  one  of  the  great 
achievements  of  our  present  day  Gov¬ 
ernment.  I  am  sincerely  of  the  opinion 
that  the  sure  way  to  destroy  REA  is  to 
increase  interest  rates  and  to  make 
loans  more  difficult  to  secure.  Since  its 
inception  REA  has  had  a  net  income 
from  lending  operations,  beginning  in 
1935  and  extending  to  June  30,  1956,  of 
$47,504,355.  Several  weeks  ago  this  mat¬ 
ter  was  brought  to  the  attention  of  our 
Subcommittee  on  Agriculture  Appro¬ 
priations.  At  that  time  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Benson,  was  before 
the  committee.  I  interrogated  the  Sec¬ 
retary  concerning  an  increase  in  REA 
interest  rates.  This  may  be  found  on 
page  118  of  the  hearings. 

I  quote : 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  am  definitely  of  the  opinion 
that  the  sure  way  to  destroy  REA  is  to  in¬ 
crease  interest  rates  and  to  make  loans  more 
difficult  to  secure.  REA  serves  every  county 
in  my  district.  REA,  to  me,  is  one  of  the 
great  achievements  of  our  present-day  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

Now,  Mr.  Secretary,  I  am  Just  wondering 
if  this  administration  is  planning  to  recom¬ 
mend  an  increase  in  the  REA  interest  rate. 

Secretary  Benson.  Mr.  Natcher,  I  can  only 
say  this,  that  the  Department  has  no  plans 
for  increasing  or  recommending  an  increase 
in  the  interest  rates  on  REA  loans. 

Mr.  Natcher.  At  present? 

Secretary  Benson.  To  my  knowledge,  we 
have  no  studies  toeing  conducted  by  the  De¬ 
partment  with  respect  to  the  interest  rate 
or  any  interest  rate  increases. 

Mr.  Natcher.  There  are  no  studies  under¬ 
way  at  the  present  time? 

Secretary  Benson.  Not  to  my  knowledge. 

Mr.  Natcher.  Mr.  Secretary,  do  you  agree 
with  me  that  the  way  to  destroy  REA  is  to 
increase  the  interest  rates  and  to  make  loans 
more  difficult  to  secure?  < 

Secretary  Benson.  I  don’t  like  to  even 
think  about  destroying  REA.  I  think  it  is 
filling  a  real  need,  and  it  is  doing  a  good 
job,  and  I  think  anything  that  is  done  ought 
to  be  done  in  the  direction  of  strengthen¬ 
ing  it  rather  than  weakening  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  adoption  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  New  York  would  destroy 
REA.  Again  I  say  to  you  that  REA  is 
one  of  the  great  achievements  of  our 
Government.  REA  has  meant  more  to 
our  farmers  than  anything  else  during 
the  20th  century. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  be  defeated. 

Mr.  VURSELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  to  asso¬ 
ciate  myself  with  the  gentleman  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Natcher],  in  his  remarks 
against  this  amendment.  I  would  like 
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to  point  out  that  in  the  prior  year  when 
this  matter  was  proposed,  Mr.  Benson 
came  before  our  committee;  and  long 
before  he  came  before  our  committee 
they  made  a  Department  study  of  this 
matter  and  came  out  strongly  against  it. 

May  I  point  out  also  that  the  Director 
of  REA,  at  that  time,  Ancher  Nelsen, 
joined  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
in  stating,  and  he  stated  then  and  after¬ 
wards  before  our  committee,  that  they 
had  made  the  study,  that  this  would 
wreck  and  destroy  REA  throughout  this 
country  and  its  service  to  the  country. 
He  pointed  out  that  some  $2.5  billion 
had  already  been  loaned  under  con¬ 
tracts,  and  the  final  study  of  it  showed 
that  if  they  went  through  with  increas¬ 
ing  this  interest  rate  that  all  of  the 
contracts  would  be  in  jeopardy  and  it 
would  practically  destroy  REA  as  it  has 
been  operated  in  this  country  and  as 
it  has  been  known. 

Mr.  MUMMA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VURSELL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MUMMA.  That  same  condition 
prevailed  last  week  in  connection  with 
the  college  housing.  They  were  borrow¬ 
ing  money  at  2%  percent.  The  bill  we 
passed  last  week  raises  that  to  3.5  per¬ 
cent.  They  have  a  lot  of  these  contracts 
being  arranged.  I  think  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  set  a  pattern  that  should  be 
just  as  well  applied  to  other  things.  I 
am  not  picking  on  REA. 

Mr.  VURSELL.  The  REA  is  organ¬ 
ized  by  farmers  at  the  grassroots,  who 
put  in  millions  of  dollars  worth  of  their 
time  without  any  cost.  They  have  man¬ 
aged  this  great  organization  so  well  that 
there  are  only  3  or  4  of  the  small  coop¬ 
eratives  that  are  in  jeopardy,  and  they 
are  being  taken  care  of.  There  are  no 
losses. 

In  addition,  one  of  the  great  contri¬ 
butions  that  has  been  made  is  that  there 
are  millions  of  people  working  in  fac¬ 
tories  today  turning  out  appliances  that 
would  not  be  used  and  could  not  be  used 
if  it  had  not  been  for  the  ingenuity 
of  the  farmers  and  because  most  of  them 
gave  their  own  time  to  establish  the 
REA  that  has  less  loss  than  probably 
any  business  in  America.  There  are 
many  millions  of  dollars  in  taxes  that 
come  into  the  Treasury  each  year  that 
never  would  come  into  the  Treasury 
were  it  not  for  the  success  of  REA. 
Billions  of  dollars  are  spent  each  year 
in  buying  electric  appliances  that  would 
not  be  in  use  if  REA  had  not  been  or¬ 
ganized  and  established. 

May  I  say  further  that  the  Treasury 
has  had  a  cushion  of  some  $40  million 
for  the  last  2  or  3  years  paid  ahead  by 
the  REA  when  interest  rates  were  lower 
than  the  2  percent  the  REA  was  bor¬ 
rowing  at,  at  that  time.  It  has  made 
a  great  contribution.  There  is  no  ques¬ 
tion  but  that  the  best  financial  brains 
in  this  country  say  that  you  cannot  in¬ 
crease  these  rates  to  3  or  3.5  percent 
without  practically  destroying  the  finan¬ 
cial  structure  and  the  financial  services 
of  REA  in  the  future. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Becker)  there 
were — ayes  26,  noes  58. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 


Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word,  and 
take  this  opportunity  to  note  that  not 
one  Member  on  the  Democratic  side  of 
the  aisle  stood  up  in  favor  of  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  (including  payments  in  lieu  of 
taxes  and  taxes  under  section  50  of  the 
Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended,  and  advances  incident  to  the  ac¬ 
quisition  and  preservation  of  security  of  ob¬ 
ligations  under  the  foregoing  several  author¬ 
ities,  except  that  such  advances  under  title 
V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
shall  be  made  from  funds  obtained  under 
section  511  of  that  act,  as  amended)  :  Title  I 
and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended, 
$24  million,  of  which  not  to  exceed  $2,500,000 
may  be  distributed  to  States  and  Territories 
without  regard  to  farm  population  and 
prevalence  of  tenancy,  in  addition  to  the 
amount  otherwise  distributed  thereto,  for 
loans  in  reclamation  projects  and  to  entry- 
men  on  unpatented  public  land;  title  II  of 
the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended,  $180  million;  the  act  of  August  28, 
1937,  as  amended,  $5,500,000:  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  the  foregoing  several  amounts 
shall  be  borrowed  in  one  account  from  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  set  forth  under  this  head  in 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation 
Act,  1952. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  I  move  to  strike  out 
the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  to 
ask  of  the  chairman  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  a  question  relative  to  the  author¬ 
izations  of  this  bill  which  is  at  the  bot¬ 
tom  of  page  13  relating  to  Farmers’ 
Home  Administration  farm  ownership 
and  farm  housing  loans.  I  share  with 
a  great  many  Members  of  the  House  my 
interest  in  the  Farmers’  Home  Admin¬ 
istration  lending  activity  for  the  family¬ 
sized  farm.  It  is  my  understanding,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  the  reference  here  is 
particularly  to  the  farm  ownership 
loans,  that  is,  that  the  farm  housing 
loans  are  in  the  larger  figure  of  $450 
million.  My  question  to  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  is  in  relation  to  the 
committee  bill  authorizing  $24  million, 
in  view  of  the  budget  request  for  $50 
million.  It  is  my  understanding,  and  I 
would  appreciate  being  corrected  if  I  am 
not  accurate  on  this,  that  the  first  de¬ 
ficiency  bill  has  a  request  for  $26  mil¬ 
lion.  The  authorization  last  year  was 
$24  million  which  would  bring  it  up  to 
the  total  of  $50  million. 

At  the  present  time  there  is  approxi¬ 
mately  $20  million  of  loans  pending  or 
in  process,  and  if  the  deficiency  item 
is  not  granted,  then  this  $20  million 
would  be  applied  against  the  $24  mil¬ 
lion  authorized  in  this  bill.  Am  I  cor¬ 
rect  on  that  point? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  .  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing,  may  I  say  to  the  gentleman.  I 
am  hopeful  we  will  get  together  on  the 
deficiency  so  far  as  that  goes.  But,  the 
reasoning  of  our  committee  is  frankly 
this.  While  we  believe  in  the  Farmers’ 
Home  Administration,  and  we  have  sup¬ 
ported  the  farm  purchase  program — 
under  present  conditions  with  the  present 
farm  prices  and  farm  problems  you  are 
not  helping  a  young  man  by  lending  him 
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money  to  buy  a  small  farm.  It  is  for  that 
reason  we  felt  that  it  was  not  a  time  to 
increase  the  amount  of  money  which 
would  enable  a  young  man  to  go  into  debt 
to  buy  a  farm.  We  felt  that  when  folks 
with  small  farms,  who  are  not  even  in 
debt  for  the  purchase  price  of  their  farms 
are  finding  it  more  and  more  difficult 
just  to  hold  on,  it  was  no  favor  to  any 
veteran  or  nonveteran  to  enable  him  to 
borrow  money  and  to  try  to  make  a  living 
and  repay  the  debt.  So,  that  being  the 
reasoning  of  the  committee,  we  are  glad 
to  leave  it  up  to  the  House  and  up  to  the 
Congress  as  to  what  it  wishes  to  do.  But, 
we  felt  we  were  on  sound  ground  in  hold¬ 
ing  this  amount  down  to  the  present 
year’s  level. 

Now  it  was  anticipated,  and  I  antici¬ 
pate  now  that  the  deficiency  bill  will  be 
worked  out  somewhere  along  the  line. 
As  to  that,  I  cannot  guarantee,  but  we 
did  anticipate  it. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Am  I  to  interpret 
from  the  gentleman’s  remarks  that  if 
the  deficiency  item  is  granted  and  the 
lending  program  for  fiscal  1957  would  be 
aggregated  close  to  the  $50  million,  that 
it  is  the  position  of  the  committee  that 
there  should  not  be  a  total  of  $50  million 
available  for  fiscal  1958? 

May  I  also  interpret  the  committee’s 
position  that  it  is  the  intent  by  the  limi¬ 
tation  of  money,  to  mold  the  lending  pro¬ 
gram,  and  relying  primarily  on  that  and 
not  on  the  opinion  of  the  advisory  com¬ 
mittee  and  the  folks  in  the  field  as  to  the 
individual  case,  standing  on  its  own  feet, 
and  the  merits  of  that  loan  on  an 
individual  farm? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  would  not  differ 
with  the  gentleman’s  description,  but  I 
prefer  to  put  it  in  my  own  words.  We 
felt  it  is  no  favor  to  a  young  man  to 
make  money  available  to  him  to  buy  a 
small  farm.  In  fact,  it  could  be  a  disserv¬ 
ice,  and  it  was  our  opinion  that  you  could 
not -find  $24  million  worth  of  small  farms 
on  which  any  farmer  could  make  a  liv¬ 
ing  and  pay  the  debt.  Therefore,  we 
held  it  to  $24  million  because  we  did  not 
believe  they  could  find  that  many  small 
farms  that  would  be  a  sound  investment. 
That  is  our  position. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  has  been  my  privilege 
to  attend  many  hearings  of  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  House  Committee"  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  subcommittees  of  that  Com¬ 
mittee  in  many  parts  of  the  country, 
especially  in  areas  producing  basic  com¬ 
modities.  May  I  agree  with  the  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee,  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi,  that  farm  programs 
are  not  working.  It  is  not  only  more 
recent  programs  as  the  gentleman’s  ref¬ 
erence  would  imply  by  use  of  the  term 
the  last  4  years,  but  programs  written 
into  law  years  before  1952. 

It  s  my  understanding  the  basic  prem¬ 
ise  of  a  program  of  high-level  supports 
is  that  production  shall  be  controlled  to 
make  it  work.  I  have  listened  to  farmers 
under  marketing  quota  pleading  for  per¬ 
mission  to  plant  more  acres  because  they 
will  not  make  a  living  on  acreage  allowed 
under  the  program.  The  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  has  stated  that  farm 
income  is  production  time  price  less  cost 
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of  operation.  He  is  correct  in  stating 
this  rule  and  in  accepting  this  rule  I 
believe  it  indeed  a  challenge  to  the 
soundness  of  premise  that  production 
can  be  controlled  to  make  a  fixed-price 
program  work  whether  it  be  in  a  flexible 
approach  or  at  higher  fixed  levels. 

May  I  believe  we  need  expanded  pro¬ 
grams  on  marketing  and  utilization  re¬ 
search  and  the  rural  development  pro¬ 
grams.  I  am  not  in  accord  with  the  im¬ 
patience  which  I  believe  is  implied  in 
the  committee  report. 

In  closing,  may  I  express  my  deepest 
respect  of  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  and  each  member  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  and  find  myself,  as  a  member  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
joining  with  them  in  a  sincere  desire  to 
deal  constructively  with  the  problem 
of  the  American  farmer  and  his  rightful 
place  in  the  American  economy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  withdraw  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

(The  pro  forma  amendment  was  with¬ 
drawn.) 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

SOIL  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  soil  and 
water  conservation  programs  authorized  in 
the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.  S.  C.  590a- 
590q),  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.  S.  C.  1001- 
1007) ,  the  Flood  Control  Act,  as  amended 
and  supplemented  (33  U.  S.  C.  701-709) ,  sub¬ 
titles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  0.  S.  C. 
1831-1837  and  1802-1814),  the  acts  of  May 
10,  1939  (53  Stat.  685,  719),  October  14,  1940 
(16  U.  S.  C.  590y-z-10) ,  as  amended  and  sup¬ 
plemented,  June  28,  1949  (63  Stat.  277),  and 
September  6,  1950  (7  U.  S.  C.  1033-1039), 
$535  million,  to  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $40 
million  shall  be  available  for  administrative 
expenses  in  carrying  out  sections  7-17  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act  and  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank 
Act  of  which  not  less  than  $30  million  may 
be  transferred  to  the  appropriation  account 
“Local  administration,  section  388,  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”:  Provided 
further,  That  not  to  exceed  $7,200,000  shall 
be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appro¬ 
priation  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Agricultural 
Research  Service,  Research”  for  soil  and  wa¬ 
ter  conservation  research,  of  which  $1,200,000 
shall  be  available  for  construction  of  build¬ 
ings  and  for  the  acquisition  of  necessary  land 
therefor,  and  not  to  exceed  $20,000  for  altera¬ 
tions  of  buildings,  without  regard  to  limita¬ 
tions  prescribed  in  this  act :  Provided  further. 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available 
pursuant  to  title  5,  United  States  Code,  sec¬ 
tion  565a,  for  the  construction,  alteration, 
and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements, 
but  unless  otherwise  provided  the  cost  of 
constructing  any  one  building  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  $10,000  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one 
building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  $3,750  or  3  percent  of  the  cost  of  the 
building,  whichever  is  greater;  not  to  exceed 
$150,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  sec¬ 
ond  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Or¬ 
ganic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574) ,  as  amended 
by  section  15  of  the  act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5  U.  S.  C.  55a);  and  for  the  temporary  em¬ 
ployment  of  qualified  local  engineers  at  per 
diem  rates  to  perform  the  technical  planning 
work :  Provided  further,  That  the  unexpend¬ 
ed  balances  of  appropriations  heretofore 
made  for  “Watershed  protection”,  “Flood  pre¬ 
vention,”  and  “Water  conservation  and  utili¬ 
zation  projects”  shall  be  merged  with  this 
appropriation:  Provided  further.  That  pro¬ 
grams  included  hereunder  shall  be  subject  to 
the  following  additional  provisions. 


Mr.  ABBITT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  to  in¬ 
quire  of  the  committee  regarding  an  item 
on  page  18.  For  several  years  we  have 
had  some  controversy,  and  I  have  had  a 
little  part  in  it,  regarding  the  amount 
any  one  participant  could  receive  under 
the  agricultural  conservation  program. 
It  is  my  understanding  that  in  the  past 
few  years  we  have  been  gradually  bring¬ 
ing  down  and  lowering  the  amount  that 
one  participant  could  receive.  I  find  on 
page  18  of  the  bill,  line  17,  that — 

No  participant  shall  receive  more  than 
$2,500,  except  where  the  participants  from 
two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  Join  to  carry 
out  approved  practices  designed  to  conserve 
or  improve  the  agricultural  resources  of  the 
community. 

In  reading  the  report  I  see  no  mention, 
at  least  I  have  found  no  mention  made 
of  any  change  in  that  amount.  My  recol¬ 
lection  is  that  for  1957  there  is  a  lower 
figure  than  $2,500,  and  there  is  an  in¬ 
crease  carried  in  this  legislation — my 
understanding  is  it  is  $1,500  for  this  year. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  gentleman  is 
correct.  I  would  be  glad  to  explain  the 
reasoning  of  the  committee,  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  desires. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  I  would  be  pleased  to 
hear  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  gentleman’s  ex¬ 
pression  that  the  limitation  on  what  can 
be  paid  to  individual  participants  is  per¬ 
haps  his  interpretation,  but  my  expres¬ 
sion  would  be  the  other  way ;  that  it  limits 
the  amount  of  contribution  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  will  make  to  any  one 
particular  participant,  even  if  it  is 
thought  that  the  small  watershed  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  need  to  do  the  things  that 
really  help  these  flood  prevention  prob¬ 
lems,  that  if  you  have  a  larger  amount 
available,  realizing  that  under  the  pro¬ 
gram  the  participant  has  to  put  up  his 
share  of  the  cost,  you  will  get  more  re¬ 
sulting  benefit  in  the  nature  of  soil  con¬ 
servation  by  having  it  large  enough  to 
have  a  sound  project  than  to  keep  it  low 
enough  for  the  relatively  minor  projects. 

The  gentleman  is  right.  The  increase 
was  from  $1,500  to  $2,500  and  that  was 
in  recognition  of  the  increased  cost  of 
operations — a  recognition  at  least  by  our 
committee,  the  various  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress,  and  others  that  many  worthwhile 
projects  were  not  possible  because  of  the 
limitation  in  the  size  of  the  projects. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABBITT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  At  the  proper 
time  I  expect  to  offer  an  amendment 
striking  out  $2,500  and  inserting  $1,500, 
putting  it  back  to  where  it  is  in  the  cur¬ 
rent  law. 

In  my  opinion  $1,500  is  sufficiently 
liberal. 

If  you  want  to  save  a  little  money 
without  injuring  anyone  I  suggest  to  the 
gentleman  that  here  is  a  chance  to  do  it. 
A  study  of  the  question  shows  that  most 
of  the  money  goes  to  those  who  can 
well  afford  to  take  care  of  their  own  con¬ 
servation  program. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  I  shall  be  glad  to  sup¬ 
port  the  gentleman’s  amendment. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  ABBITT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  If  I  under¬ 
stand  the  situation  correctly,  the  exist¬ 
ing  law  is  that  each  individual  shall  be 
limited  to  $1,500. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  This  bill 
changes  that  law  and  increases  it  to 
$2,500. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABBITT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  As  I  understand,  the 
basic  law  provides  no  limitation;  both 
the  $1,500  and  the  $2,500  is  a  limitation 
where  none  exists  in  the  basic  law. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Let  me  ask 
the  gentleman  this:  If  you  had  not 
changed  that  what  would  have  been  the 
result?  Would  it  have  been  $1,500? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Unless  we  had  re¬ 
written  it  we  had  to  put  the  limitation 
either  way,  either  follow  last  year’s  bill, 
which  would  have  been  $1,500,  or  put  in 
some  other  figure,  because  there  is  no 
limitation  in  the  basic  law. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  The  gentle¬ 
man’s  contention  is  that  if  there  is  no 
limitation  in  the  appropriation  bill  there 
would  be  none  at  all. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABBITT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TABER.  The  situation  is  this:  If 
no  limitation  is  expressed  in  this  bill 
there  will  be  no  limitation.  To  be  effec¬ 
tive  the  limitation  has  to  be  written  into 
each  annual  appropriation. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  As  I  understand,  an¬ 
swering  the  gentleman  from  Virginia, 
that  last  year  the  limitation  was  $1,500 
for  those  who  participate  under  the  bill, 
but  the  bill  as  written  now  raises  the 
limitation  from  $1,500  to  $2,500. 

I  take  this  time  to  call  attention  to  a 
provision — I  have  not  seen  it  in  written 
form — but  I  am  sure  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Rees],  will  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  setting  the  limitation  this  year 
again  at  $1,500.  I  shall  support  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  amendment. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  pro  forma 
amendments  were  withdrawn. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Agricultural  conservation  program:  This 
appropriation  shall  be  available  for  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  in  connection  with  the 
formulation  and  administration  of  the  1958 
program  of  soil  building  and  soil  and  water 
conservation  practices  under  sections  7  to  15, 
16  (a),  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended 
(amounting  to  $250,000,000,  including  ad¬ 
ministration,  and  no  participant  shall  re¬ 
ceive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where  the 
participants  from  2  or1  more  farms  or 
ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved  practices 
designed  to  conserve  or  improve  the  agri¬ 
cultural  resources  of  the  community);  and 
for  the  purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime, 
trees,  or  any  other  farming  material,  or  any 
soil-terracing  services  and  making  grants 
thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid  them 
in  carrying  out  farming  practices  approved 
by  the  Secretary  under  programs  provided 
for  herein.  Not  to  exceed  5  percent  of  all 
the  allocation  for  the  1958  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  program  for  any  county  may,  on 
the  recommendation  of  such  county  com¬ 
mittee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee, 
be  withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  for  services  of  its  tech- 
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nicians  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  the 
agricultural  conservation  program  in  the 
participating  counties,  and  shall  not  he 
utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for 
any  purpose  other  than  technical  and  other 
assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in  addition, 
on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  com¬ 
mittee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee, 
not  to  exceed  1  percent  may  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local 
public  agency  for  the  same  purpose  and 
under  the  same  conditions. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  oifered  by  Mr.  Rees  of  Kansas: 
Page  18,  line  17,  strike  out  “$2,500”  and 
insert  "$1,500.” 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  has  been  considerable  discussion 
on  the  floor  of  the  House  in  recent  days 
about  saving  money,  cutting  expendi¬ 
tures,  but  more  especially  taking  care  of 
the  little  fellow.  Here  is  a  place  where 
you  can  save  some  expenditures  without 
injury  to  anyone,  but  most  important  is 
to  allocate  funds  on  a  more  equitable 
basis. 

The  question  of  allocating  funds  un¬ 
der  soil-conservation  programs  has  been 
with  us  for  a  long  time.  There  was  a 
time  when  there  was  hardly  any  limita¬ 
tion  at  all.  It  was  discovered  the  thing 
was  so  inequitable  there  was  a  limita¬ 
tion  of  $10,000  established.  Then  later 
on  it  was  limited  to  $5,000.  It  went 
down  to  $750.  Then  it  was  raised  to 
$1,500.  That  is  the  limitation  at  the 
present  time.  All  I  am  doing  is  follow¬ 
ing  the  present  law,  limiting  payments 
to  $1,500,  to  participants  under  the  act. 

This  money  is  intended  to  assist 
farmers  in  soil-conservation  programs 
on  their  own  land.  A  good  share  of  it 
goes  to  people  who  can  well  take  care  of 
their  own  soil  program,  but  more  im¬ 
portant  of  all  is  that  when  allocations 
are  made  to  the  States,  the  big  operator 
is  taken-  care  of,  but  many  times  there  is 
little  left  for  the  small  operator.  He  is 
the  fellow  we  want  to  assist.  If  the 
Federal  Government  is  going  to  pay 
money  to  a  farmer  or  a  farm  operator 
for  conserving  his  own  soil,  then  we 
ought  to  see  that  the  smaller  operator, 
the  one  who  lives  on  his  land  and  op¬ 
erates  it,  is  given  a  fair  share  of  these 
funds.  I  remind  you  again,  this  money 
is  intended  to  help  the  farmer  take  care 
of  his  own  soil.  All  we  are  saying  in  this 
amendment  is  that  the  individual  op¬ 
erator  is  limited  to  $1,500  in  Government 
payment. 

More  of  the  funds  should  go  to  the 
smaller  operator  and  less  to  the  big 
plantation  owner  or  the  big  grain  pro¬ 
ducer. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  would  like  to  point 
out  that  there  is  a  formula  where  these 
funds  are  allocated  to  the  States. 
Whether  you  take  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  or  leave  the  bill  alone,  the 
States  would  get  the  same  amount  of 
money  either  way,  whether  the  amount 
stays  as  it  is  here  or  whether  it  is  as 
the  gentleman  would  amend  it.  Now, 
the  people  of  Kansas  can  limit  it  to  $150. 
The  higher  limitation  would  let  those 


States  with  a  major  problem  have  a 
higher  leeway  to  meet  their  problem. 
There  is  no  money  involved.  It  is  a 
question  of  whether  the  latitude  shall 
be  high  enough  to  meet  the  problems 
of  some  States,  and  whether  you  take 
the  gentleman’s  amendment  or  that  in 
the  bill,  you  do  not  affect  the  total 
amount  of  money  spent  at  all.  The 
people  in  Kansas  can  cut  it  down  to  $100 
if  they  wish  to. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  By  the  same 
token  you  could  increase  it  to  $5,000  and 
the  gentleman’s  argument  would  apply 
in  this  case.  All  we  are  saying  is  that 
nobody,  whether  they  be  in  Kansas,  Vir¬ 
ginia,  or  Mississippi,  or  any  State,  can 
receive  payment  from  the  Government 
beyond  the  limit  of  $1,500.  Of  course, 
if  a  man  does  not  want  to  earn  more 
than  $100,  or  earn  any,  that  is  his  privi¬ 
lege.  But  let  us  limit  it  to  $1,500  as 
the  present  law  provides,  and  you  will 
save  some  money  and  certainly  make 
more  equitable  distribution  if  you  adopt 
my  amendment.  If  a  State  does  not 
want  to  take  the  money  allocated  to  it, 
that  is  its  privilege.  That  can  be  done 
under  my  amendment.  If  a  man  cannot 
protect  his  own  soil  by  getting  $1,500 
from  the  Federal  Government  to  assist 
him  something  is  wrong. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  would  repeat  that 
you  do  not  save  any  money  either  way. 
You  do  not  require  a  State  to  have  a 
lesser  amount. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  I  am  not  re¬ 
quiring  a  State  to  have  a  lesser  limit, 
no,  but  you  will  save  a  considerable 
amount  if  you  will  limit  the  overall  pay¬ 
ment  to  one  person.  That  is,  if  the 
$250  million  is  the  amount  you  are  allo¬ 
cating  on  the  basis  that  all  farmers 
will  take  part  in  this  program. 

Mr.  WITHROW.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  WITHROW.  In  connection  with 
the  wording  of  this,  it  is  recognized  that 
in  all  probability  even  $2,500  would  not 
be  enough  because  it  reads  as  follows: 
“$2,500,  except  where  the  participants 
from  two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join 
to  carry  out  approved  practices  designed 
to  conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural 
resources  of  the  community.” 

There  is  the  impractical  thing  about 
this.  These  farmer's  are  reluctant  to 
get  together  and  to  have  a  project  on 
one  of  their  pieces  of  property;  so  the 
result  of  it  is  that  in  my  area  where  we 
have  draws,  we  are  not  getting  the  proj¬ 
ects  we  should  because  the  individual 
cannot  afford  to  put  the  money  into  the 
project  he  should  in  order  to  make  it 
practical.  If  you  are  going  to  have  real 
conservation,  if  you  are  going  to  control 
floods,  you  have  to  control  them  at  the 
source,  not  wait  until  they  get  down  to 
the  river. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  That  is  a  differ¬ 
ent  situation.  The  gentleman  showed 
my  amendment  does  not  change  or  alter 
the  situation  on  which  he  calls  atten¬ 
tion.  I  do  not  change  the  formula.  My 
amendment  simply  limits  the  payment  to 
$1,500  instead  of  $2,500.  I  am  trying  to 
assist  about  70  percent  of  the  partici¬ 
pants  who  get  payments  averaging  less 
than  $400.  The  adoption  of  my  amend¬ 
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ment  is  more  equitable  and  will  save 
some  money  for  the  taxpayer.  It  cer¬ 
tainly  injures  no  one. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  should  be 
definitely  understood  my  amendment 
relates  only  to  payments  made  to  indi¬ 
vidual  land  owners  or  tenants,  or  both, 
for  following  practices  required  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  in  improv¬ 
ing  the  soil  they  own  or  operate.  It  does 
not  relate  to  what  has  been  known  as  a 
general  soil  conservation  program,  that 
is  carried  on  entirely  by  the  United 
States  Government. 

Even  under  present  law,  under  this 
program,  about  25  percent  of  those  who 
participate,  get  approximately  70  percent 
of  the  appropriation  in  this  bill.  Think 
what  you  are  doing  when  you  add  a 
thousand  dollars  to  the  payment  to  each 
of  those  who  now  receive  the  limit  of 
$1,500: 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment  strik¬ 
ing  out  the  figure  $2,500,  lowering  the 
present  limitation  in  the  bill  before  us. 

I  am  principally  interested  in  seeing 
the  limitation  left  as  it  is  in  the  bill  so 
that  more  work  can  be  done  on  gully 
control  structures  in  States  with  a  to¬ 
pography  like  we  have  in  western  Wis¬ 
consin.  The,  present  limitation  was 
established  at  a  time  when  construction 
costs  were  considerably  less  than  they 
are  today.  People  active  in  this  work 
in  Wisconsin  tell  me  that  the  limitation 
is  blocking  gully  control  work  because 
of  increased  costs.  An  incomplete  sur- 
very  in  Wisconsin  shows  that  89  projects 
for  gully  control  were  not  started  last 
year  because,  under  the  present  limita¬ 
tion  in  the  law,  the  Government  could 
not  enter  into  the  construction  beyond 
the  $1,500  figure. 

Many  of  the  farms  and  hilly  areas 
of  western  Wisconsin  and  other  States 
with  similar  topography  are  unable  to 
progress  any  further  with  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  work  unless  the  amount  allowed  for 
gully-dam  construction  is  increased. 
The  old  $1,500  limitation  accounts  for  the 
fact  that  many  States  are  not  using  the 
total  ACP  appropriation.  Wisconsin 
returned  $1,758,000  in  1955,  and  the  pre¬ 
liminary  figure  for  the  year  1956  shows 
that  the  State  returned  $750,000. 

In  speaking  to  people  engaged  in  soil 
conservation  work,  I  was  told  that  for 
a  number  of  years  it  has  been  impossible 
for  the  State  to  proceed  with  major  gully 
control  work  because  of  this  provision  in 
the  law.  They  told  me  that  if  this  excep¬ 
tion  were  not  included  in  the  law,  they 
would  be  able  to  go  into  the  various 
watersheds,  do  part  of  the  gully  control 
work  on  individual  farms  and,  when 
the  total  project  came  up  for  planning, 
the  cost-benefit  ratio  would  come  out 
favorably  and  the  project  would  be 
eligible  for  Federal  assistance. 

I  believe  every  member  of  this  commit¬ 
tee  is  aware  that,  if  this  condition  is  per¬ 
mitted  to  exist,  areas  where  the  gullys 
have  made  such  headway  will  be  without 
value  for  future  farming  operations  and 
we  will  have  a  country  similar  to  China, 
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where  soil  erosion  was  permitted  to  run 
rampant  for  centuries.  The  gullies  I  re¬ 
fer  to  in  my  district  have  made  such 
headway  that,  even  if  the  farmers  follow 
the  conservation  practices  set  up  for 
them,  they  are  unable  to  retard  these 
large  gullies  from  making  further  ad¬ 
vances  through  the  valleys  without  doing 
special  gully  control  work. 

Let  me  quote  from  letters  I  have  re¬ 
ceived  from  Wisconsin  soil-conservation 
leaders  concerning  the  price  limitation. 
The  first  statement  is  from  Mr.  Henry  E. 
Graff,  chairman  of  the  Eau  Claire  County 
Board,  and  Mr.  Arthur  Donaldson,  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Eau  Claire  County  Agricul¬ 
tural  Committee: 

The  $1,500  limitation  per  farm  in  the  AC 
program  has  deferred  the  installation  of  large 
control  structures.  Construction  costs  have 
gone  up  to  a  point  where  the  $1,500  limita¬ 
tion  does  not  provide  for  equitable  cost  shar¬ 
ing  on  large  structures.  It  is  our  under¬ 
standing  that  sizable  unexpended  balances 
from  the  AC  program  have  been  returned. 
We  believe  it  would  be  far  better  to  encourage 
the  structure  program  by  raising  the  present 
limitation  and  using  at  least  a  portion  of 
the  unexpended  balance  for  permanent 
structures. 

I  should  also  like  to  quote  from  the 
letter  of  a  man  engaged  in  soil-conserva¬ 
tion  work  in  western  Wisconsin : 

You  are  familiar  with  the  rugged  terrain 
of  this  area.  Many  of  our  farms  have  large 
gullys  on  them.  In  order  to  prevent  them 
from  spreading,  it  is  necessary  to  construct 
earthen  and  mechanical  structures  at  their 
heads.  This  sometimes  runs  as  high  as  $6,000 
for  a  single  gully.  The  average  cost  is  prob¬ 
ably  close  to  $3,000.  Most  of  the  farmers  in 
this  6  or  7  county  area  cannot  financially 
afford  to  spend  this  much  on  these  gullies. 
The  agricultural-conservation  program  of  the 
Agricultural  Conservation  and  Stabilization 
Service  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
helps  share  the  cost  of  these  practices.  The 
law  states  that  the  Government  will  pay  75 
percent  of  the  cost  of  these  structures.  How¬ 
ever,  another  section  of  the  same  law  states 
that  no  farm  may  earn  over  $1,500  in  any  1 
year.  In  the  case  of  gully  control  structures 
costing  $3,000,  the  percentage  immediately 
falls  from  75  percent  to  50  percent  because 
of  the  $1,500  limitation.  I  understand  that 
a  change  in  the  law  requires  an  act  of  Con¬ 
gress.  I  feel  that  the  $1,500  limitation  should 
be  removed  in  case  of  structures  and  the  75- 
percent  limitation  alone  apply. 

The  Dunn  County  Soil  Conservation 
District  annual  report  for  1956  also 
recommends  a  change  in  the  law,  and  I 
shall  quote  in  part  from  it: 

We  would  like  to  make  one  recommenda¬ 
tion  for  a  change  in  the  above-mentioned 
ACP  program.  We  have  an  estimated  150 
large  gullys  in  need  of  gully  control  struc¬ 
tures.  Many  of  these  will  cost  the  farmers 
from  $3,500  to  $5,500  to  install.  Under  the 
present  ACP  program  the  Government  will 
reimburse  the  farmer  75  percent  of  the  cost 
of  gully  control  works.  This  is  fine  but 
Congress  has  imposed  a  maximum  payment 
per  farm  of  $1,500.  Under  this  regulation 
the  farmer  is  not  able  to  recover  anywhere 
near  75  percent  of  the  cost.  For  the  benefit 
of  the  gully  control  program,  we  would  like 
to  see  the  $1,500  ceiling  raised  to  $3,500  per 
farm  for  gully-control  work  only.  Most  of 
our  farmers  find  themselves  in  a  financial 
stress  and  are  unable  to  spend  necessary 
money  to  halt  large  gullies  which  are  eating 
into  valuable  cropland  and  in  some  cases 
building  sites.  In  most  cases,  these  gullies 


are  a  threat  to  neighboring  farms  as  well  as 
public  highways. 

In  reply  to  an  inquiry  I  made  of  a 
county  agent  in  Wisconsin,  I  received  the 
following  statement : 

There  is  one  item  on  which  we  might  get 
more  done,  if  the  ASC  aid  was  a  little  more 
realistic.  The  present  incentive  payments 
on  erosion  control  structures  put  in  by  a 
farmer  are  75  percent  of  the  cost,  with  an 
upper  limit  of  $1,500.  In  this  area,  the 
average  cost  of  structures  has  been  about 
$3,000,  and  a  top  of  around  $6,000,  which 
means  that  the  average  man  only  gets  about 
50  percent  of  the  cost  back,  and  in  the  larger 
ones,  they  would  get  as  little  as  75  percent. 

This  situation  is  not  confined  exclu¬ 
sively  to  my  district.  I  am  told  the  same 
problems-  exist  in  Kentucky,  eastern 
Iowa,  parts  of  Missouri  and  Nebraska, 
and  perhaps  in  many  other  States  of 
which  I  am  not  aware.  I  believe  the 
purpose  of  the  restriction  is  to  prevent 
a  few  large  farms  from  receiving  large 
grants  under  the  ACP,  arid  I  am  in  favor 
of  this  purpose.  However,  I  would  like 
to  see  the  language  changed  so  that  the 
limitation  of  $1,500  for  individual  farm¬ 
ers  for  doing  gully-control  work  is  raised 
to  a  figure  compatible  with  current  con¬ 
struction  costs,  or  excepted  entirely. 

Mr.  WITHROW.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 
First  of  all,  I  believe  that  we  all  recog¬ 
nize  the  fact  that  flood  control  and  soil 
conservation  are  essential  and  we  want 
to  find  practical  means  to  bring  about 
a  condition  that  will  permit  us  to  have 
soil  conservation  in  a  practical  sort  of 
way.  All  this  provision  does  is  to  raise 
the  amount  that  may  be  paid  to  an  in¬ 
dividual  to  $2,500.  In  other  words,  it 
fixes  a  ceiling.  The  money  will  then 
go  to  the  State,  in  the  gentleman’s  case, 
the  State  of  Kansas  and  in  my  case  the 
State  of  Wisconsin.  They  will  make  the 
determination  as  to  what  the  ceiling 
shall  be  in  the  particular  State. 

The  only  difference  between  the  law 
as  it  is  and  that  proposed  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  after  careful  study  is  that  the 
amount  has  been  raised  from  $1,500  to 
$2,500.  That  is  the  only  difference. 
There  is  a  proviso  whereby  two  or  more 
farmers  may  get  together  and  then  they 
may  be  allotted  more  money. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  That  is  in  the 
present  law. 

Mr.  WITHROW.  That  is  in  the  pres¬ 
ent  law.  But  that  has  not  been  work¬ 
able,  particularly  in  my  locality  because, 
as  you  know,  the  farmers  and  the  ranch¬ 
ers  are  reluctant  to  get  together  on  an 
agreement.  So  $1,500  was  recognized 
as  being  impractical  and  therefore  it 
was  raised  to  $2,500. 

If  my  recollection  serves  me  correctly, 
the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Rees] 
was  opposed  to  $1,500  the  last  time  this 
matter  was  before  us.  We  had  the  same 
argument  at  that  time  in  regard  to  it. 
Now,  if  you  really  want  soil  conservation, 
if  you  really  want  flood  control,  you  had 
better  approach  this  at  the  grassroots. 
This  is  the  only  way  you  can  do  it  in  a 
practical  sort  of  way.  That  is  all  there 
is  to  it. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  WITHROW.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  The  gentle¬ 
man  understands  that  all  in  the  world 
I  am  doing  in  my  amendment  is  leaving 
the  present  law  as  it  is. 

Mr.  WITHROW.  The  bill  raises  it 

$1,000. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  My  amendment 
would  leave  the  present  law  just  as  it  is. 
The  gentleman  understands  that. 

Mr.  WITHROW.  Yes,  $1,500;  and  we 
want  $2,500  because  it  has  been  recog¬ 
nized  by  the  committee  that  $1,500  is 
not  a  practical  approach. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  I  am  saying 
that  $1,500  is  what  the  law  is  now;  just 
leave  it  alone  instead  of  spending  this 
additional  fund  the  gentleman  is  talking 
about.  That  is  about  all  there  is  to  it. 
Following  the  gentleman’s  argument,  we 
should  make  it  more  than  $2,500. 

Mr.  WITHROW.  I  think  it  should  be 
$3,500  but  I  am  perfectly  willing  to 
settle  for  $2,500,  try  that  out  and  see 
if  it  is  practical.  The  gentleman  does 
not  want  to  have  anything  in  that  pro¬ 
vision. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Oh,  yes. 

Mr.  WITHROW.  The  gentleman  was 
against  $1,500  a  year  ago. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  I  tried  to  put 
it  at  $1,000. 

Mr.  WITHROW.  You  bet  you  did, 
and  the  gentleman  would  like  to  have 
it  there  now. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  WITHROW.  The  gentleman  is 
like  the  boy  in  the  Army,  they  are  all 
out  of  step  but  him. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Oh,  no;  I  am 
for  the  small-farm  operator  in  submit¬ 
ting  this  amendment. 

Mr.  CHRISTOPHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  oppose  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas.  I  take  the  floor  more  specifi¬ 
cally  to  point  out  the  fact  that  there  is 
no  way  in  the  world  that  a  farmer  can 
get  a  dollar  of  the  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  program  money  as  money.  I  know. 
I  have  been  in  full  compliance  with  every 
agricultural  program  since  the  first  corn 
and  hog  program,  and  I  have  partici¬ 
pated  in  the  agricultural  conservation 
program  since  its  very  beginning. 

If  a  farmer  gets  $2,500  of  assistance,  he 
is  going  to  have  to  put  up  $2,500  of  his 
own  money  in  order  to  get  it  and,  in  ad¬ 
dition,  he  will  have  to  do  all  the  labor 
that  is  required.  At  the  present  time 
you  cannot  get  agricultural  lime  or  rock 
phosphate  or  mixed  commercial  fertilizer 
to  go  on  your  soil  unless  you  first  have 
a  soil  test,  and  that  is  usually  made  by 
the  county  agent.  You  have  to  meet  the 
requirements.  If  your  limitation  is 
$1,500  you  can  get  $1,500  of  aid  by  put¬ 
ting  up  $1,500  of  your  own  money  in 
most  cases.  In  some  cases  you  have  to 
put  up  more  than  50-50. 

In  Missouri  on  rock  phosphate  the 
Government  will  pay  $9.30  and  you  will 
pay  $11.60  in  order  to  get  your  rock  phos¬ 
phate.  It  was  $13.60.  So  I  resent  the 
implication  laid  before  this  House,  if 
such  implication  was  made,  that  the  ACP 
hands  money  to  the  farmer.  It  does  not. 
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It  assists  him  at  50  cents  on  the  dollar 
down  to  about  39  cents  on  the  dollar  in 
buying  the  material  to  help  conserve  the 
soil.  It  is  a  good  thing.  It  is  nice  that 
the  Government  does  it.  But  do  not 
forget  that  when  the  Government  puts 
up  a  dollar  the  farmer  must  put  up  a 
dollar  or  more  of  his  own  money  and  do 
all  the  work  himself.  I  wanted  to  cor¬ 
rect  that  impression.  That  is  why  I  took 
the  floor.  If  I  have  any  time  left  I  yield 
it  back,  and  close  by  saying  that  I  hope 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas  is  defeated. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  this  to  use  this 
illustration:  I  have  some  property.  It 
is  a  factory,  or  any  other  kind  of  prop¬ 
erty  that  is  bringing  in  an  income  for 
me.  If  I  spend  $2,500  on  that  factory 
building  to  improve  it,  then  under  this 
philosophy  I  should  get  $2,500  from  the 
Federal  Government  for  improving  my 
own  factory. 

.This  soil?conservation  program  was 
put  across  when  the  farmers  of  this  Na¬ 
tion  were  down  at  the  bottom.  It  was 
done  to  help  them  improve  their  own 
property.  Today  it  seems  to  me  it  has 
long  passed  its  need.  We  should  not  aid 
the  farmer  to  improve  his  own  property 
any  more  than  we  aid  the  city  man  to 
improve  his  own  property. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment,  and 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  my  remarks. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  the  highest  regard  for  my  friend 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Mason],  and  I  mean 
that  from  the  bottom  of  my  heart.  But 
I  do  think  I  should  point  out  the  basis 
on  which  the  agricultural  conservation 
program  was  passed  and  has  continued. 

Before  we  had  this  program  the  record 
shows  the  American  farmers  wore  out 
40  percent  of  our  land.  They  wore  out 
80  percent  of  our  timber.  In  recent 
years  it  has  been  my  privilege  to  visit 
China  and  other  old  countries  of  the 
world  where  the  people  did  not  see  to  it 
that  a  sufficient  share  of  what  was  taken 
from  the  land  was  put  back  into  it. 

The  gentleman  is  right.  This  pro¬ 
gram  is  a  Federal  contribution  toward 
getting  soil  conservation  work  on  land. 
The  Federal  Government  puts  up  about 
half  of  the  money  and  the  farmer  puts 
up  half  of  the  money  plus  his  labor.  It 
is  predicated  on  the  belief,  and  I  sub¬ 
scribe  to  that  belief,  that  all  of  us  have 
an  interest  in  maintaining  for  ourselves 
and  the  future  generations  the  wealth 
of  natural  resources  that  we  have  in¬ 
herited.  There  are  many  places  in  this 
country  where  the  land  is  washing  away. 
At  Memphis,  Tenn.,  on  the  Mississippi, 
for  instance,  there  is  a  layer  of  topsoil 
that  rolls  down  that  river  and  on  out  to 
sea,  each  day,  some  10  feet  wide  and 
some  20  feet  deep.  That  topsoil  is 
washing  away  from  farms  where  it  is 
not  financially  feasible  for  that  farmer 
to  do  the  things  to  keep  that  soil  there. 


If  you  would  sit,  as  I  sit,  on  this  commit¬ 
tee  and  listen  to  the  testimony  about  the 
thousands  of  acres  of  land  in  our  coun¬ 
try  that  have  eroded  and  gone,  and  the 
thousands  of  acres  where  we  do  not  have 
any  timber,  where  we  have  black  rot  in 
tobacco,  and  the  thousands  of  acres  that 
are  no  longer  fit  for  the  production  of 
food  and  fiber  for  our  people  in  this 
country,  it  makes  you  realize  that  in  270 
short  years  we  have  wasted  more  fertile 
soil  than  any  nation  in  history.  Luckily, 
we  have  had  more  to  waste.  I  say  to 
you  this  is  one  of  the  soundest  invest¬ 
ments  in  the  future.  I  believe  in  a  bal¬ 
anced  budget.  I  believe  we  ought  to 
keep  the  financial  structure  sound,  but 
I  do  know  that  you  could  burn  up  every 
dollar  and  every  bond  and  your  children 
could  come  back  as  long  as  they  have 
fertile  acres,  highways,  electricity,  and 
the  know-how  in  the  factories,  and  all 
of  the  material  things. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to 
address  myself  to  the  gentleman’s 
amendment.  You  know  these  projects 
should  be  big  enough  to  do  some  good. 
They  should  be  large  enough  to  stop 
erosion  before  the  flow  starts.  This  lim¬ 
itation  is  a  limitation  on  what  any  one 
State  can  do.  But  any  State  can  put  its 
own  limitations  far  below  this  ceiling. 
We  have  in  this  bill  a  certain  amount  of 
money  and  it  is  divided  to  the  States 
under  a  formula.  The  State  will  get  its 
money.  I  say  you  should  permit  a  State 
with  a  particular  type  of  problem  to  have 
enough  of  a  ceiling  to  spend  this  money 
wisely.  In  the  final  analysis,  it  is  a  con¬ 
tribution  only  to  the  cost  of  work  to  pre¬ 
serve  our  land. 

I  live  in  a  county-seat  town — not  a  big 
one,  mind  you — and  I  am  not  a  farmer 
either.  But,  I  say  that  the  greatest  herit¬ 
age  for  the  future  that  I  can  leave  to  my 
children  will  be  to  leave  them  rich  land. 
It  would  be  most  foolish  under  present 
conditions  and  declining  farm  prices  to 
hope  that  the  farmer  out  of  his  limited 
income  will  stop  this  erosion  and  protect 
that  land.  I  say  to  my  good  friend,  this  is 
different  from  what  happens  to  a  man’s 
factory.  Sure,  the  farmer  should  take 
what  he  does  make  and  look  after  the 
land  for  himself  and  for  us,  too,  but  his¬ 
tory  teaches  us  that  that  is  not  done. 
We  passed  a  bill  trying  to  get  him  to  do 
it.  Believe  you  me,  he  has  to  spend  this 
money  that  he  gets  from  the  Government 
and  he  has  to  spend  an  equal  amount  of 
his  own  money,  and  he  has  to  do  the 
work.  Do  not  put  a  ceiling  on  those  who 
do  not  need  a  ceiling.  Put  it  on  yourself 
in  the  State  of  Kansas,  Mr.  Rees,  and  I 
will  put  it  on  in  my  district,  because  we 
do  not  need  this  much.  But,  there  are 
areas  in  this  country  where  we  ought  to 
raise  the  ceiling  so  they  can  meet  their 
problems  where  it  will  really  be  of  some 
benefit. 

Mr.  MORRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  MORRIS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MORRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
are  two  counties  in  Oklahoma  that  I 
just  happened  to  think  of,  the  name  of 
one  of  them  is  Caddo  County,  and  I 
remember  that  because  it  is  in  my  con¬ 
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gressional  district.  Then,  there  is  one 
other  county.  These  two  counties  in  the 
last  fifty  years  have  lost  more  soil  by 
erosion  according  to  the  information 
that  has  come  to  me,  than  all  of  Ireland 
has  lost  during  that  time.  I  cannot  say 
for  certain  that  those  figures  are  true, 
but  I  believe  they  are  true.  I  have  the 
greatest  respect  for  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Mason!  and  I  have  the 
greatest  respect  for  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Rees!  who  offered  this 
amendment.  They  are  both  splendid 
gentlemen  and  they  are  both  very  effi¬ 
cient  Members  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives.  They  are  men  of  great 
sincerity  and  nobility  of  purpose.'  But, 
I  just  cannot  agree  with  them  on  this 
matter.  Let  me  give  you  some  figures 
here  which  I  think  are  rather  startling. 
The  gentleman  from  Illinois  used  the 
illustration  that  it  was  not  right  for  a 
farmer  to  receive  $2,500  from  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  help  to  protect  his  soil.  I 
want  to  say  to  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  that  your  manufacturer  you 
mention  has  received  far  more  than 
$2,500  from  this  Government  and  from 
the  taxpaying  people  of  this  country. 
Here  are  some  figures.  I  am  going  to  try 
to  verify  these  figures.  I  think  these 
figures  are  true.  They  come  from  a  very 
reliable  source.  During  the  period  ex¬ 
tending  from  1933  to  1955,  we,  the  tax¬ 
payers  of  the  United  States,  have 
subsidized  the  manufacturers  in  this 
country  to  the  extent  of  $40.8  billion. 
We  have  subsidized  shipping  and  airline 
interests  to  the  extent  of  $5  billion.  We 
have  subsidized  in  support  prices  for 
farm  products,  to  the  extent  of  $1.2 
billipn.  So  actually  the  farmers  have 
received  a  subsidy  of  $1.2  billion;  the 
manufacturers  have  received  a  subsidy 
of  $40.8  billion  during  that  same  period 
of  time — that  is  from  1933  to  1955. 

I  do  not  complain  of  that  subsidy  to 
the  manufacturers,  but  when  you  and  I 
buy  a  suit  of  clothes  we  pay  approxi¬ 
mately  twice  as  much  for  that  suit  as 
we  would  pay  if  we  did  not  have  the 
tariff.  So  the  American  public  has  paid 
billions  upon  billions  of  dollars  in  sub¬ 
sidies  to  the  manufacturing  interests 
of  this  country.  When  we  ask  you  to 
give  us  a  pittance  for  the  protection  of 
the  farmers  of  this  country,  the  news¬ 
papers,  the  radio,  and  the  TV  dramatize 
the  little  dribble  that  the  farmers  get, 
but  say  little  or  nothing  about  the  bil¬ 
lions  and  billions  of  dollars  that  the 
shippers,  the  airlines,  and  the  manu¬ 
facturers  get.  So  let  us  be  fair  with 
each  other,  and  help  us  to  carry  on  this 
fine  soil  conservation  program. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  never  pleasant  to 
find  myself  at  differences  with  some  of 
my  colleagues  from  the  agricultural 
areas,  particularly  from  my  own  State. 
But  as  one  who  comes  from  a  farming 
district,  the  income  of  which  is  largely 
from  small  farms,  I  say  to  you  this 
amendment  ought  to  be  adopted  and 
it  ought  to  be  adopted  in  the  interest 
of  small  farmers. 

Before  a  ceiling  was  placed  on  this 
particular  program,  payments  to  some 
of  the  farmers  had  gotten  so  high  that 


1957 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


it  created  a  terrible  scandal  in  this 
country  and  under  this  dome.  So,  to 
eliminate  that  scandal  and  in  order  to 
spread  the  funds  among  more  farmers,  a 
ceiling  was  placed  on  the  amount  any 
one  farmer  could  recive.  I  do  not 
remember  what  the  earlier  ceilings  were, 
but  I  know  that  for  the  last  year  or  two 
we  have  operated  at  a  ceiling  of  $1,500. 

The  money  is  divided  and  distributed 
among  the  States  and  from  the  States 
to  the  counties.  In  the  counties  the 
money  is  distributed  by  a  county 
committee.  I  know  of  counties  where 
the  money  petered  out  before  it  reached 
many  of  the  small  farmers.  Some  bitter 
feeling  was  created  because  of  the 
method  of  distribution. 

I  am  not  going  to  say  that  any  of  the 
county  committees  especially  favor  some 
farmers  against  others.  That  would  not 
be  unpolitic.  But  I  will  say  that  the 
lower  the  ceiling  the  wider  the  spread 
and  a  greater  number  of  people  will 
benefit  from  the  program;  and  there 
will  be  less  opportunity  for  county 
committees  to  favor  certain  farmers 
should  there  be  an  indication  to  favor 
such. 

Let  us  say  that  the  amount  of  this 
appropriation  was  only  $15,000  and  that 
you  had  a  ceiling  of  $2,500.  That  would 
permit  the  distribution  of  the  entire 
$15,000  among  six  farmers;  they  would 
gobble  it  all  up,  and  if  there  were  ten 
farmers  in  the  county  there  would  be 
four  who  would  not  get  anything.  But 
if  you  apply  a  ceiling  of  $1,500,  each 
of  the  farmers  will  come  in  for  a  part 
of  the  benefits^ 

This  amendment  does  not  cut  down 
the  amount  of  money  that  is  to  be 
authorized ;  it  does  not  add  to  the 
amount;  it  does  not  take  away  from 
this  program  a  thing  in  the  world.  I 
am  just  as  strong  for  the  program  as 
any  member  of  the  -House.  In  fact,  it 
was  my  bill  that  this  House  passed  just 
a  few  days  ago  which  gave  permanent 
status  to  the  program.  It  was  so  given 
because  it  has  been  accepted  as  one  of 
the  finest  programs  ever  designed  for 
American  farm  and  farmers. 

I  would  like  to  see  this  amendment 
adopted  because  with  the  lower  ceiling 
we  will  benefit  more  people.  Remember 
the  total  amount  of  money  will  remain 
the  same,  but  with  the  higher  ceiling 
you  will  reach  fewer  people  and  fewer 
farmers. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  my  colleague  from  Texas. 

Mr.  MAHON.  As  I  understand  it 
from  Chairman  Whitten  the  States  can 
fix  any  ceiling  the  State  desires  to  fix. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Yes,  they  can. 

Mr.  MAHON.  And  while  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  State  may  desire  to  fix  one  ceil¬ 
ing,  another  State  with  different  prob¬ 
lems  may  desire  to  fix  a  different  ceiling. 
So  it  seems  to  me  the  amendment  is  bad 
and  should  not  be  adopted. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  agree  with  the 
gentleman  that  that  is  possible,  but  un¬ 
less  we  write  a  ceiling  here,  there  will 
be  a  fight  in  every  State  capital  as  to 
what  the  ceiling  would  be,  and  the  big 
farmers  will  get  the  money. 


Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MASON.  And  all  the  States  will 
be  levied  upon  for  this  fund  in  taxes, 
and  then  one  State  will  limit  it  at  $100 
and  another  State  at  $2,500.  It  is  ridic¬ 
ulous. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  would  like  to 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  that 
this  money  will  come  out  of  every  tax¬ 
payer’s  pocket. 

Mr.  MASON.  But  it  will  not  pay  back 
into  each  farmer’s  pocket. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  That  is  right,  es¬ 
pecially  under  the  proposed  higher  ceil¬ 
ing. 

(Mr.  ABERNETHY  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  PILCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Georgia  is  recognized. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  consent  re¬ 
quest? 

Mr.  PILCHER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  close  in  5  minutes. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  does  that  in¬ 
clude  the  5  minutes  to  which  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Georgia,  already  recognized, 
is  entitled? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  would.  I  am  not 
trying  to  foreclose  anyone  else. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  modify  my  request 
and  now  ask  that  all  debate  on  this 
amendment  close  in  10  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  -GH AIRMAN .  The  gentleman 
from  Georgia  is  recognized  for  5  min¬ 
utes. 

Mr.  PILCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  did 
not  think  this  amendment  was  benefi¬ 
cial  to  the  farmers  I  certainly  would 
not  be  in  favor  of  it. 

I  have  farmed  all  my  life,  and  for 
several  years  I  was  chairman  of  the 
ASC  committee  of  my  county. 

My  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Abernethy]  has  ex¬ 
plained  the  operation  of  this  payment 
program  so  clearly  I  cannot  see  how 
anyone  could  fail  to  understand  it. 
This  money  eomes  from  Washington  to 
the  States.  Each  State  allots  it  to  the 
counties. 

In  my  county  we  have  a  good  many 
city  farmers — and  they  are  my  friends. 
These  so-called  city  farmers  who  do  not 
make  their  living  on  the  farm,  go  in 
and  gobble  this  money  up  within  10  or 
15  days  after  the  program  is  out,  and 
two-thirds  of  the  small  farmers  do  not 
get  a  dime  of  it.  In  all  fairness  to  the 
little  farmers,  the  amendment  should 
be  agreed  to.  This  does  not  hurt  any¬ 
body.  It  does  not  cut  down  the  money. 
It  will  go  farther,  it  will  help  more  little 
farmers  than  if  the  amount  were  left 
at  $2,500.  Personally  I  would  vote  to 
reduce  it  to  $1,000  because  it  would 
help  more  little  farmers. 
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Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PILCHER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  would  like  to  say 
that  the  gentleman  makes  a  very 
plausible  argument  in  support  of  his 
position.  The  gentleman  would  agree 
that  the  State  of  Georgia  can  pass  what¬ 
ever  limitation  it  might  wish.  I  do  not 
believe  the  gentleman  would  want  'To 
put  the  same  limitation  on  to  Western 
States  where  the  problems  are  different, 
such  as  flash  floods  like  what  happened 
in  Texas.  I  do  believe  that  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  argument  in  favor  of  a  limitation 
in  Georgia  is  good,  and  Georgia  under 
either  amendment  could  place  such  a 
limitation;  but  I  do  question  whether 
the  gentleman  would  want  to  impose  a 
Georgia  rule  on  another  State.  Our 
committee  had  much  testimony  to  in¬ 
dicate  that  the  problems  in  many  areas 
are  much  different  than  they  are  in 
Mississippi  and  Georgia.  I  ask  that  in 
all  sincerity  because  I  can  appreciate 
the  gentleman’s  feeling  insofar  as 
Georgia  and  the  southeastern  region  is 
concerned.  But  the  whole  of  the  coun¬ 
try  is  different. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PILCHER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  I  would  like  to  ex¬ 
plain  to  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
how  the  program  is  working  on  a  small 
farm  in  Wisconsin.  Take  a  farm  that  is 
only  worth  $8,000.  Maybe  it  has  a  big 
gully  in  it  and  it  would  cost  $3,000  to 
fix  it.  Under  the  law  the  Government 
is  supposed  to  pay  75  percent,  which 
would  be  about  $2,300  and  the  farmer 
would  have  to  pay  $700.  The  way  it  is 
working  out  with  a  limitation  of  $1,500, 
the  Government  could  only  pay jj>l,500. 
What  happens?  The  farmer  does  not 
fix  the  gully,  it  gets  worse  every  year. 
He  can  perform  all  the  soil  conservation 
practice  he  wants  to  but  that  does  not 
stop  the  gully  from  getting  worse.  If 
you  keep  the  limitation  in  the  law,  you 
will  stop  a  big  part  of  the  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  work  as  it  applies  to  gullies. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PILCHER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  The  gentleman 
knows  from  his  own  experience,  having 
personally  dealt  with  this  problem,  and 
having  been  a  member  of  a  county  com¬ 
mittee  and  knows  what  he  is  talking 
about.  He  will  agree  with  me,  that  the 
way  this  thing  is  managed,  the  man  who 
owns  the  larger  tract  of  land  is  the  one 
who  gets  most  of  the  money.  Only  a 
small  share  of  it  goes  to  the  little  fellow 
who  needs  the  money.  Is  that  not  about 
the  way  it  goes? 

Mr.  PILCHER.  Yes,  and  the  little  fel¬ 
low  is  not  altogether  blameless,  either. 
This  is  not  an  answer  to  the  farm  prob¬ 
lem. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  I  agree  with 
that  statement. 

Mr.  PILCHER.  There  are  a  lot  of 
little  farmers  and  businessmen  who  are 
not  too  helpful,  either.  They  will  get 
these  little  fertilizer  payments  and  some 
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goes  to  raise  a  little  more  cotton  or  a 
little  more  peanuts  with  the  fertilizer 
money. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  not  do  any¬ 
thing  which  would  hurt  any  farmer.  I 
just  know  from  practical  experience  this 
is  not  going  to  hurt  the  farmer  that  we 
all  want  to  help  or  the  one  we  are  talk¬ 
ing  about,  the  little  farmer.  I  think  it 
will  help  the  little  farmer. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Smith], 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  want  to  oppose  the  pending 
amendment  for  a  number  of  reasons, 
but  in  view  of  the  arguments  made  by 
those  who  have  preceded  me,  may  I  say 
that  one  of  the  main  points  that  should 
be  made  is  that  the  amendment  takes 
further  authority  away  from  the  States 
to  deal  with  the  problem  involved.  This 
amendment  is  a  further  proscription  up¬ 
on  the  States.  Basically,  if  this  limita¬ 
tion  which  we  are  attempting  to  raise  is 
not  raised,  there  will  be  a  further  de¬ 
cline  in  the  amount  of  acreage  involved 
that  is  improved.  The  idea  behind  the 
program  is  not  to  give  a  handout  to  the 
farmers.  The  idea  is  to  get  as  much 
acreage  treated  in  such  manner  as  to 
prevent  poor  conservation  practices,  and 
to  conserve  soil. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  idea  is  not  to  give 
any  handout  to  any  one  farmer  to  in¬ 
crease  his  income,  but  to  enrich  the  soil, 
to  bring  about  practices  that  will  keep 
this  rich  soil  available  not  only  to  the 
farmer  who  is  farming  it  today,  but  to 
the  people  who,  we  hope,  will  be  farm¬ 
ing  that  land  in  generations  to  come.  It 
can  only  be  done  through  practices  that 
are  large  enough  to  be  undertaken  with 
the  type  of  payment  that  is  proposed. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Gathings]  . 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
trust  that  this  amendment  will  not  be 
agreed  to.  The  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri  made  a  very  fine  speech  awhile 
ago,  and  I  hope  that  all  of  you  will  agree 
with  him.  He  stated  that  the  farmer 
paid  one-half  or  more  of  the  cost  of  the 
practices.  He  also  contributes  his  labor. 

Now,  what  you  are  doing  in  this 
amendment  is  endangering  the  tenant 
and  the  sharecropper.  Do  not  overlook 
the  fact  that  those  checks  are  divided 
between  the  landowner  and  his  tenant, 
and  the  sharecropper.  In  order  for  the 
tenants  and  sharecroppers  to  participate 
in  the  -agricultural-conservation  pro¬ 
gram  the  landowner  must  first  be  given 
the  privilege  of  coming  in.  You  are 
going  to  say,  because  a  farmer  saved  his 
money  throughout  all  the  years,  of  such 
a  size  as  would  require  tenants  or  share¬ 
croppers  on  that  farm,  he  cannot  par¬ 
ticipate  in  this  conservation  program, 
the  purpose  of  which  is  to  assure  a 
fertile  and  rich  soil  in  the  years  ahead. 
You  cannot  just  say  that  we  want  to 
conserve  the  soil  by  conserving  a  very 
small  acreage.  If  you  are  going  to  con¬ 
serve  the  soil  a  large  farm  and  small 
farm  as  well  as  middle  sized  acreages 
should  be  a  part  of  the  program.  When 
this  program  was  first  inaugurated  there 
was  no  limit  at  all.  Then  it  was  cut 
down  to  $10,000.  Then  from  $10,000  it 


came  down  to  $5,000,  then  to  $2,500,  and 
now  they  want  to  further  limit  it  down 
to  $1,500. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  amendment 
will  be  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Marshall]. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  allot¬ 
ted  to  me  be  yielded  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota.  - 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  you 
know  sometimes  things  get  just  a  little 
bit  amusing.  Do  you  realize  that  this 
particular  proposition  of  raising  the 
limitation  from  $1,500  to  $2,500  came 
really  from  the  little  farm  areas?  That 
is  where  it  came  from.  Those  are  the 
people  who  proposed  to  the  committee 
that  this  limitation  was  placing  a  hard¬ 
ship  on  them. 

Now,  is  it  not  rather  peculiar  that  we 
hear  so  much  said  that  we  were  hurting 
the  -little  fellow  when  we  raised  this 
limitation? 

I  would  like  to  say  another  thing  about 
this  particular  feature.  Some  Members 
of  this  body  have  persisted  and  believed 
that  agricultural  conservation  payments 
are  a  dole.  That  is  the  way  they  look 
at  it.  And,  if  you  think  in  terms  of  a 
dole  and  you  want  to  limit  the  amount  to 
$1,500, 1  cannot  argue  with  you  at  all  one 
bit  on  that  score.  But,  I  happen  to  be¬ 
lieve  differently  than  that.  I  believe  that 
the  agricultural  conservation  program  is 
a  necessary  program  and  a  worthwhile 
program  to  conserve  the  resources  of  this 
country  and  a  cooperative  effort  with 
the  farmers  in  this  country  to  do  just 
that. 

Now,  what  do  you  do  when  you  limit 
it  at  $1,500?  One  of  the  things  you  do 
is  that  you  tend  to  siphon  the  money 
into  program  practices  that  are  of  a 
temporary  nature.  What  do  you  do 
when  you  increase  the  limit?  You  put  it 
over  into  the  higher  priced  permanent 
practices,  such  as  terraces,  putting  in 
dams,  and  things  of  that  kind.  You  are 
putting  money  into  permanent  practices, 
things  that  are  set  year  after  year  after 
year  to  preserve  practical  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  in  this  country. 

I  am  interested  in  another  thing.  I 
am  one  of  those  people  who  believes 
that  it  is  proper  for  the  farmer  to  make 
a  contribution  to  these  practices.  I  think 
he  respects  them  more  when  he  does. 
And,  when  the  farmer  contributes  about 
two-thirds  of  the  cost  of  these  practices, 
I  think  that  is  fine. 

Now,  I  love  my  committee  members 
over  on  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 
Some  of  those  members  are  my  best 
friends  and  some  of  the  finest  men  that 
ever  served  in  this  House.  But,  you  do 
have  other  pragrams  where  you  are  put¬ 
ting  in  permanent  practices  where  the 
Government  pays  100  percent  of  those 
practices;  that  is,  you  do  not  ask  the 
farmer  to  contribute  anything. 

Where  do  some  of  those  practices  go? 
I  have  been  out  and  have  seen  some  of 
those  practices,  and  they  are  worthwhile 
practices;  I  am  for  them;  they  are  good 
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practices.  But  they  come  on  some  of 
the  larger  farms  in  this  country.  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  amendment  ought  to  be 
defeated  and  it  ought  to  be  defeated  in 
the  name  of  helping  the  little  fellow  to 
do  what  needs  to  be  done  to  conserve  the 
soil  of  this  country. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  has  expired. 
All  time  has  expired.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Rees]. 

The  question  was  taken ;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Heistand)  there 
were — ayes  56,  noes  55. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Rees  of 
Kansas  and  Mr.  Whitten. 

The  Committee  again  divided,  and  the 
tellers  reported  that  there  were — ayes 
72,  noes  74. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Pelly  :  On  page 
18,  line  16,  strike  out  "$250,000,000”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$180,000,000";  and  on 
line  21,  strike  out  “fertilizers,  lime.” 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  gen¬ 
eral  debate  on  this  bill,  I  pointed  up  the 
“ridiculous  contradiction”  of  spending  $1 
billion  to  cut  down  cropland  to  reduce 
surpluses,  yet  on  the  other  hand  spend¬ 
ing  millions  to  expand  crop  production 
on  the  remaining  acreage.  Since  I  cov¬ 
ered  the  subject  of  this  amendment  yes¬ 
terday,  I  will  be  brief  and  to  the  point 
today. 

This  amendment  would  eliminate  two 
items  from  the  so-called  conservation 
program,  namely,  free  lime  and  fertilizer 
which  have  entailed  an  annual  cost  of 
approximately  $70  million.  Lime  and 
fertilizer  do  not  represent  true  conser¬ 
vation  like  terracing  and  tree  planting 
or  seeding  land  with  a  cover  crop. 
Their  purpose  is  to  increase  production 
and  their  being  included  is  the  result  of 
high-pressure  lobbying  to  have  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  do  what  private  enterprise 
should  be  doing  both  in  the  selling  and 
buying. 

Officials  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  advise  me  that  on  payments  for 
lime  we  have  been  spending  about  $31.9 
million  a  year  and  on  fertilizer  about 
$37.7  million. 

I  urge  in  the  interest  of  reducing  the 
budget  and  doing  away  with  one  ele¬ 
ment  of  farming  by  bureaucracy,  in  the 
interest,  likewise,  of  the  economy  and  the 
consumer-at-large,  adoption  of  my 
amendment. 

(Mr.  PELLY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
know  there  are  great  differences  of 
opinion  about  many  things  in  this  bill. 
But,  I  would  like  to  point  out  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  does  not  strike  out 
these  practices.  The  language  which 
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the  gentleman’s  amendment  would 
strike  out  is  facilitating  language.  The 
right  to  pay  a  part  of  the  cost  of  these 
particular  practices  is  in  the  basic  law 
and  would  continue.  This  language 
which  the  amendment  would  strike  out 
permits  the  Department,  when  it  is  ad¬ 
vantageous  to  the  Government,  to  pay 
for  these  materials  and  to  furnish  ma¬ 
terials  in  lieu  of  furnishing  money  in  an 
equal  amount  or  in  an  amount  so  that 
it  might  be  acquired  elsewhere.  It  en¬ 
ables  this  operation  to  be  run  more 
economically  with  the  language  than 
without  the  language. 

Now,  I  would  like  to  address  myself  for 
a  moment  to  this  type  of  practice,  which 
this  amendment  again  does  not  reach. 
Witnesses  before  our  committee  said — 
take  limestone — if  we  pay  for  limestone 
under  the — this  is  Mr.  Koger  who  heads 
this  program. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TABER.  The  language  here  is  a 
limitation  upon  the  things  that  the  $250 
million  can  be  used  to  contract  for  and, 
therefore,  the  elimination  of  the  words 
“fertilizers  and  lime”  would  accomplish 
the  cutting  out  of  that  irl  the  letting  of 
the  contracts  with  these  farmers. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  beg  to  differ  with 
the  gentlemen.  If  the  gentlemen  will 
read  the  amendment  closely,  he  will  see 
that  it  strikes  out  language  which  will 
permit  the  agency  to  acquire  lime  and 
fertilizer.  But,  the  fact  that  the  agency 
is  prohibited  from  acquiring  it,  would 
not  at  all  prevent  the  agency  from  pay¬ 
ing  a  part  of  the  cost  and  doing  things 
to  the  land.  So  I  respectfully  submit 
that  the  language  here  is  facilitating 
language  and  is  not  as  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  interprets  it. 

Mr.  TABER.  I  beg  to  differ  with  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  gentleman  from 
New  York  has  differed  with  me  many, 
many  times  and  we  remain  very  good 
friends.  But,  I  would  point  out  again 
that  having  worked  with  this  program  in 
detail,  as  I  have,  in  my  judgment  and 
based  on  the  whole  experience,  this 
merely  cuts  out  facilitating  language  and 
would  not  in  the  least  prohibit  the  carry¬ 
ing  out  of  these  practices.  I  want  to 
point  out  again  Mr.  Benson,  through  his 
assistant  who  heads  this  program,  says 
that  under  present  conditions  these 
practices,  which  again  this  amendment 
does  not  reach,  is  now  limited  to  those 
places  where  it  helps  to  put  cover  on  the 
land.  I  would  remind  you  that  Presi¬ 
dent  Eisenhower  only  a  few  weeks  ago 
spoke  jn  Texas  and  pointed  out  that  we 
have  to  have  a  Great  Plains  program 
which  has  been  sponsored  by  this  admin¬ 
istration.  We  have  appropriated  in  the 
last  year  because  of  disasters  largely 
brought  about  by  the  lack  of  cover  on  the 
land  about  $70  million  for  a  feed  pro¬ 
gram  to  help  in  these  disasters  which,  as 
I  have  said,  have  largely  been  caused  by 
having  no  cover  on  the  land.  Twenty 
million  dollars  has  been  given  out  of  the 
Treasury  to  meet  the  problems  of  erosion 
in  these  areas.  The  Great  Plains  pro¬ 
gram,  sponsored  by  the  administration, 
is  in  this  budget  to  the  tune  of  $20  mil¬ 
lion.  Again  I  am  saying  that  to  prohibit 


the  use  of  these  practices,  which  are 
limited  according  to  the  administration, 
to  help  to  bring  about  permanent  cover 
on  this  land,  is  to  help  to  solve  this 
problem  in  which  we  put  $110  million  in 
the  last  year.  That  is  sound  business. 
Again,  even  if  you  do  not  believe  that 
that  is  sound  business,  my  experience 
over  the  many  years  that  I  have  had  to 
do  with  running  this  committee  is  that 
this  language  is  merely  facilitating  lan- 
quage  which  would  be  stricken,  and  it 
would  leave  the  Government  in  a  situa¬ 
tion  where  it  could  not  go  in  and  acquire 
these  things  where  it  was  economically 
practicable  and  where  they  could  save 
money,  but  it  would  require  them  to  do 
it  by  giving  money  to  farmers  to  carry  it 
out.  I,  therefore,  submit  under  either 
approach  the  amendment  should  be 
defeated. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  is  ill- 
advised.  If  every  Member  knew  exactly 
what  fertilizer  does  and  the  great  ad¬ 
vantage  there  is  in  it  for  the  farmers 
and  for  the  land,  there  would  be  very 
few  votes  for  this  amendment. 

Here  is  the  story.  The  extension  serv¬ 
ice  of  every  State,  through  the  land  grant 
colleges,  determines  the  kind  of  fertilizer 
that  must  be  used  on  different  soils. 
There  are  many  different  types  of  soil. 
It  is  necessary  for  people  who  are  skilled 
in  the  art  of  analyzing  soil,  in  order  to 
determine  the  change  that  is  likely  in 
that  soil,  and  to  understand  the  neces¬ 
sary  kinds  of  fertilizer  which  the  soil 
needs.  So  we  have  many  different  kinds 
of  commercial  fertilizers.  Each  kind  is 
suited  to  make  the  land  more  productive, 
of  course. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Whitten!  has  just  explained,  we 
have  a  situation  where,  unless  we  can 
have  good  cover  crops  we  will  have 
terrific  erosion  of  our  soil.  It  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  have  plenty  of  vegetation  on  hilly 
land.  If  we  do  not  have  it  our  rich  top¬ 
soil  will  soon  rush  to  the  rivers  and  to 
the  seas.  Soil  conservation  benefits  all 
the  people  living  today  and  for  coming 
generations. 

The  Great  Plains  are  greatly  in  need 
of  these  commercial  fertilizers  in  order 
to  make  it  possible  for  vegetation  to  grow 
in  that  great  arid  and  semiarid  country. 
Fertilizer  is  necessary  to  grow  vegeta¬ 
tion  on  those  Great  Plains  that  add  so 
much  to  the  filling  of  silt  in  the  great 
reservoirs  that  have  cost  the  people  of 
America  billions  of  dollars. 

I  would  dislike  very  much  to  see  the 
farmers  of  this  Nation  denied  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  acquire  the  kind  of  com¬ 
mercial  fertilizer  that  is  necessary  to  sup¬ 
plement  the  nutrients  that  are  lacking 
in  the  soil. 

As  I  said  before,  fertilizer  is  not  only 
used  to  grow  more  crops  such  as  corn, 
wheat,  and  oats,  but  much  is  used  on 
pastureland  and  on  every  type  of  land, 
in  order  that  we  may  have  proper  soil 
conservation.  Certainly  the  soil-con¬ 
servation  program  as  directed  by  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  has  done  wonders 
for  every  American  in  this  great  coun¬ 
try  of  ours  for  few  dollars,  comparatively 
speaking,  compared  with  other  things  we 
spend  money  for  which  are  not  nearly  as 
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necessarily  useful  and  as  long-lasting  as 
is  the  great  soil-conservation  program. 
If  this  amendment  prevails,  the  soil-con¬ 
servation  program  which  all  of  us  sup¬ 
port  will  be  much  less  effective.  That  is 
a  certainty.  I  am  sure  the  membership 
can  see  the  folly  of  such  a  proposal. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Jensen]  has 
expired. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
'  rise  in  opposition  to  this  amendment 
and  do  so  because  of  the  importance 
of  this  particular  amendment  and  its 
effect  upon  this  program. 

I  know  it  sounds  as  though  it  would 
be  a  fine  thing  to  do  away  with  fertilizer, 
to  do  away  with  lime.  It  may  be  par¬ 
ticularly  appealing  in  a  time  when  we 
have  a  surplus  of  agricultural  commod¬ 
ities  such  as  we  have  at  the  present; 
but  I  do  want  to  point  out,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  that  there  are  many  many  places 
in  these  United  States  where  you  can¬ 
not  get  a  cover  crop  unless  you  first  put 
on  lime  and  fertilizer.  That  is  the  only 
way  you  can-  establish  a  grass  cover  in 
some  of  these  places  where  one  is  needed 
so  very  badly.  Some  of  those  areas  are 
not  tar  from  the  Capital  City  of  Wash¬ 
ington.  When  you  go  out  and  see  some 
of  the  beautiful  rolling  hills  in  Virginia, 
you  see  where  cover  crops  have  been 
used  for  grass  waterways.  And  the  far¬ 
ther  west  you  go,  the  problem  becomes 
the  greater  and  the  grass  cover  crop 
more  badly  needed. 

Let  me  point  out  to  the  Members  of 
the  House  that  every  one  of  the  prac¬ 
tices  in  the  agriculture  conservation 
program  is  gone  over  carefully  and  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  best  soil  experts  in 
every  State  in  the  Union.  It  is  their  rec¬ 
ommendation  that  determines  what 
practices  shall  be  used. 

Any  State  can  change  the  program ;  if 
it  feels  it  is  not  necessary  to  use  lime 
for  fertilizer  for  the  establishment  of 
grass  cover  crops  it  is  possible  for  them 
to  eliminate  that  practice,  and  under  the 
formula  established  use  the  fund  for 
other  worthwhile  practices.  'College 
groups  and  soil  experts  have  gone  over 
every  one  of  these  practices  and  said  that 
they  are  the  things  necessary  to  conserve 
the  soil  resources  of  this  country,  to  help 
establish  stands  of  grass  and  legumes  to 
stop  erosion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  opinion  this 
amendment  would  be  most  disastrous  to 
the  agricultural  conservation  program. 
It  would  interfere  with  conservation  pro¬ 
grams.  In  my  opinion,  in  certainly 
ought  to  be  defeated. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  has  made  a  very  clear  and  worth¬ 
while  statement.  I  want  to  ask  him  this 
question:  Is  it  fair  or  just  to  say  to  one 
big  area  of  this  country,  the  New  Eng¬ 
land  area  especially,  that  the  farmers 
up  there  are  not  entitled  to  share  in 
the  benefits  of  this  particular  conserva¬ 
tion  program? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  This  practice,  as 
my  good  friend  and  my  colleague  from 
Minnesota  knows,  is  a  most  beneficial 
practice  to  the  New  England  area.  I  am 
glad  he  called  my  attention  to  that. 
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Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Washington. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Whatever  our  opinions 
may  be  on  restrictions  and  allotments 
they  are  still  in  the  law  and,  of  course, 
we  need  fertilizer  and  lime  to  help  the 
farmer  make  better  use  of  what  he  has 
left  after  the  allotments  have  been  made. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair-  _ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  My  under¬ 
standing  of  the  gentleman’s  presentation 
is  that  this  fertilizer  and  lime  is  to  be 
used  in  relation  to  a  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  rather  than  for  the  increasing  of 
crops  per  acre. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  am  glad  the  gen¬ 
tleman  brought  that  out  because  the 
regulations  governing  the  agriculture 
conservation  program  in  my  area,  and  I 
rather  think  it  is  true  nationally,  that 
the  principal  purpose  in  mind  is  the 
establishment  of  a  stand  of  grass  and 
legumes  and  is  not  to  be  used  on  depleted 
crops.  I  am  sure  this  is  true  in  every 
State  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  num¬ 
ber  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  opposed  to  the 
pending  amendment.  But  the  primary 
reason  I  take  this  time  is  for  the  record 
to  show  that  in  spite  of  the  fact  the 
President  went  on  television  and  radio 
last  night  in  an  effort  to  work  up  some 
interest  in  his  budget,  my  office  has  re¬ 
ceived  no  telephone  calls  or  telegrams 
today  asking  me  to  restore  the  cuts  that 
we  have  made  in  his  budget  so  far. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  num¬ 
ber  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  at  this  time  to 
make  a  few  observations  in  reference  to 
this  appropriation  that  we  are  consider¬ 
ing  and  to  register  my  opposition  to  the 
pending  amendment.  When  you  think 
of  all  the  new,  improved,  highly  ques¬ 
tionable  activities  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  these  days,  you  wonder  why 
anyone  would  pick  on  the  old,  tried,  and 
true  conservation  program  to  make  cuts. 
This  program  dates  back  many,  many 
years;  and  the  amount  approved  by  the 
committee  is  not  $1  more  than  was  ap¬ 
propriated  last  year.  Let  us  defeat  the 
amendment. 

Now  while  I  am  on  my  feet,  I  want 
to  say  that  this  is  one  vote  I  shall  cast 
for  an  appropriation  with  a  lot  of  mis¬ 
givings  and  very  little  confidence  about 
what  it  will  accomplish. 

This  is  the  largest  agricultural  ap¬ 
propriation  in  the  history  of  the  United 
States.  The  Department  of  Agriculture 
has  more  employees  than  ever  before  in 
history — 10,000  more  this  year  than  last. 

We  are  about  to  vote  some  $3  billion 
theoretically  to  help  American  farmers. 
But  when  this  appropriation  is  passed,  I 
hope  no  one  will  feel  that  Congress  has 
done  a  good  job,  or  that  we  have  dis¬ 
charged  our  obligation  to  the  Nation’s 
farm  problem. 

Did  you  ever  stop  to  figure  out  how 
many  farmers  in  your  State  will  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  programs  financed  by  this 


appropriation?^  Missouri  has  more  than 
200,000  farmers,  I  am  sure;  and  I  know 
that  Missouri’s  gross  farm  income  is  in 
excess  of  $1  billion  a  year — the  only  bil- 
lion-dollar  industry  we  have.  Only  2,000 
farmers  will  receive  a  check  from  the 
conservation  reserve  division  of  the  soil 
bank  this  year. 

The  total  amount  of  all  the  checks  will 
be  three-tenths  of  1  percent  of  Missouri’s 
total  gross  farm  income. 

There  will  be  another  few  thousand 
checks  issued  for  the  acreage  reserve  por¬ 
tion  of  the  soil  bank  and  another  1  or  2 
percent  of  the  farm  people  of  Missouri 
will  get  checks  that  will  total  less  than 
2  percent  of  the  total  farm  income  of 
Missouri.  Only  a  few  farmers  have  good 
enough  bottom  land  or  good  enough  land 
of  any  kind  to  grow  the  so-called  basic 
crops  that  seem  to  be  the  foundation  of 
all  our  agricultural  program — cotton, 
peanuts,  tobacco,  wheat,  corn  and  rice — 
and  not  all  the  crop  farmers  sign  up  for 
commodity  credit  support  loans.  So 
there  will  be  some  few  thousand  more 
checks  issued  to  those  people  who  sign 
up  for  basic  crop-support  CCC  loans — 
but  the  total  money  involved  is  less  than 
6  percent  of  Missouri’s  farm  income. 

Total  them  all  up,  soil-bank  payments, 
crop-support  checks,  conservation  pay¬ 
ments — all  Government  checks  for  all 
purposes  in  the  State  of  Missouri  will  be 
less  than  10  percent  of  Missouri’s  total 
gross  farm  income.  Yet  in  the  State  of 
Mississippi — and  I  do  not  single  that 
State  out  for  any  particular  reason,  it  is 
true  of  many  basic  crop  States — Missis¬ 
sippi  has  a  total  gross  farm  income  of 
only  $500  million;  and  each  year,  30  per¬ 
cent  of  Mississippi’s  total  farm  income 
will  come  from  Government  checks — 
direct  payments  or  support  loans. 

I  point  this  out  because  this  thing 
called  a  farm  program,  is  not  really  a 
farm  program  at  all.  It  is  a  basic  crop 
program.  Last  year,  in  1956,  a  great 
segment  of  our  American  farm  popula¬ 
tion — the  poultry  raisers — had  the  worst 
depression  year  since  the  thirties.  But 
there  is  not  anything  in  this  bill  or  any¬ 
thing  that  the  Government  is  doing  to 
help  correct  the  poultry  depression.  It 
is  often  said  that  poultrymen  do  not 
want  Government  help.  They  would 
rather  shoulder  it  themselves.  But  you 
coVne  down  and  talk  to  my  people  who 
are  growing  poultry  and  ask  them  how 
it  feels  to  shoulder  a  depression  your¬ 
self  when  the  Government  is  helping 
other  people  shoulder  their  depression. 
Ask  my  livestock  growers  in  south 
Missouri  who  will  contribute  so  much  to 
our  total  gross  farm  income  how  it  feels 
to  shoulder  their  depression,  their  low 
farm  prices,  when  other  people  are  re¬ 
ceiving  direct  Government  checks  to 
support  theirs.  All  I  am  saying  is 
brought  out  clearly  by  the  committee  in 
its  report,  and  I  am  directing  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  this  Committee  to  it  at  this  time 
because  it  is  later  than  we  think  and  we 
have  only  a  few  more  weeks  or  a  couple 
of  months  or  so  before  this  session  ad¬ 
journs. 

This  committee  says: 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the 
members  of  this  committee  that  an  entirely 
new  legislative  approach  must  be  developed 
if  the  present  conditions  are  to  be  corrected. 
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This  is  essential  if  the  farmer  is  to  share  in 
the  general  prosperity  of  the  rest  of  the 
country. 

Can  we  not  bear  that  in  mind  and  can 
we  not  call  on  our  great  Committee  on 
Agriculture  to  come  forth  with  some  new 
ideas  that  will  get  away  from  basic 
crops,  acreage  allotments,  and  this  mon¬ 
strous  paying  of  people  for  growing 
nothing  in  an  attempt  to  reduce  produc¬ 
tion.  Wherever  it  is  we  think  we  are 
going!  I  fear  we  will  never  get  there  this 
way.  Let  us  get  back  to  fundamentals 
and  meet  face  to  face  this  problem  of 
the  total  American  agricultural  picture 
with  a  new  program  that  recognizes  the 
need  for  new  markets,  new  foreign  mar¬ 
keting  and  development  of  new  methods 
of  disposing  of  food  and  fiber,  so  farm¬ 
ers  can  farm  again. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Washington  [Mr.  Pelly], 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

ACREAGE  RESERVE,  SOIL  BANK 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  an 
acreage  reserve  program  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  subtitles  A  and  C  of  the 
Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.  S.  C.  1821-1824  and 
1802-1814),  $600,000,000:  Provided,  That  no 
part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  to 
formulate  and  administer  an  acreage  reserve 
program  which  would  result  in  total  com¬ 
pensation  being  paid  to  producers  in  excess 
of  $500,000,000  with  respect  to  the  1958 
crops. 

Mr.  HARRISON  of  Virginia.  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Harrison  of 
Virginia:  On  page  21,  strike  out  all  following 
the  word  “program”  in  line  2  and  strike  out 
all  of  line  3. 

Mr.  HARRISON  of  Virginia.  Mr. 
Chairman,  inasmuch'  as  my  good  friend 
from  Illinois  announced  that  no  speech 
will  last  more  than  5  minutes,  I  ask  that 
I  be  permitted  to  develop  my  thoughts 
on  this  amendment  and,  if  I  have  time, 
I  will  yield  for  questions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  will 
make  this  part  of  the  bill  read  as  follows, 
beginning  on  the  last  line  on  page  20 : 

Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  used  to  formulate  and  admin¬ 
ister  an  acerage-reserve  program  with  respect 
to  the  1958  crops. 

Now,  this  does  not  spell,  and  is  not 
intended  to  spell,  the  sudden  death  of  the 
soil-bank  acreage  reserve.  It  does  not 
affect  any  contract  that  has  been  made 
up  to  this  time.  The  purpose  of  this 
amendment  is  to  put  the  acreage-reserve 
program  on  the  shelf  and  give  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Congress  op¬ 
portunity  to  examine  the  matter,  and  to 
determine  whether  or  not  it  should  be 
continued  after  this  crop  year.  I  call 
your  attention  to  the  fact  that  if  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  proceeds  to 
make  such  a  study  and  determines  that 
the  soil  bank  should  continue  another 
year,  a  deficiency  bill  could  supply  the 
necessary  money  and  it  could  go  right 
ahead.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  they  pro¬ 
ceed  to  make  a  study  and  determine  that 
it  should  stop,  if  this  $500  million  re¬ 
mains  in  the  bill,  it  could  not  be  stopped 
until  the  1959  crops. 
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The  soil-bank  acreage  reserve  has  been 
under  heavy  indictment.  First,  it  is  in¬ 
dicated,  in  effect,  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  who,  in  a  letter  to  Senator 
Ellender  last  week,  stated  that  the  en¬ 
tire  farm  program  must  be  reconsidered. 
Now,  every  objection  that  the  Secretary 
makes  in  his  letter  to  Senator  Ellender 
to  the  rigid  price-support  payments 
would  apply  with  equal,  if  not  greater, 
force  to  the  payments  under  the  acreage- 
reserve  program.  His  objection  to  limi¬ 
tations  by  acres  which  apply  to  the  price 
support  on  the  basic  commodities  also 
applies  to  this. 

The  acreage  reserve  of  the  soil  bank  is 
under  heavy  indictment  from  the  com¬ 
mittee  which  has  presented  this  bill.  It 
has  made  a  very  thorough,  complete 
report  in  which  it  criticizes  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  this  program  and  its  effect 
in  devastating  language. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has 
pointed  out  that  production  limitations 
based  on  acres  do  not  result  in  lower 
production  of  crops.  Let  us  remember 
that  the  only  excuse  for  the  acreage  re¬ 
serve  of  the  soil  bank  was  to  reduce  pro¬ 
duction,  and  it  is  a  system  of  production 
control  based  on  limiting  acres  planted 
to  a  crop — a  system  which  even  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  admits  will  not 
work.  Then,  the  committee  substan¬ 
tiated  this  failure  by  its  own  investiga¬ 
tions  and  reported  that  the  adoption  of 
this  program  had  not  reduced  surpluses 
in  the  crops  affected.  Whether  it  has 
or  not,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to 
point  out  these  facts.  The  entire  price- 
support  program  on  the  basic  crops  is  for 
the  benefit  of  23  percent  of  the  cash  in¬ 
come  of  the  American  farmers.  The 
other  77  percent,  some  of  whom  I  have 
the  honor  to  represent  here,  and  who  are 
also  to  be  found  in  other  coastal  States, 
the  Middle  Atlantic  States,  the  New 
England  States,  and  in  many  other 
States,  never  have  shared  in  these  ex¬ 
pensive  programs.  Now,  this  program 
comes  along  and  although  they  do  not 
share  in  it,  and  although  it  does  not  re¬ 
duce  surpluses,  it  transfers  the  surpluses 
from  the  basic  crops  into  the  other 
crops  which  these  77  percent  of  the 
farmers  produce,  creating  new  difficul¬ 
ties  and  injustices. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARRISON  of  Virginia.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Does  not  the  gentle¬ 
man  think  that  this  is  a  matter  for  the 
legislative  committee? 

Mr.  HARRISON  of  Virginia.  The  ob¬ 
ject  of  this  amendment  is  to  give  the  leg¬ 
islative  committe  an  opportunity  to 
consider  it.  What  good  would  it  do  for 
the  legislative  committee  to  consider  the 
program  if  the  $500  million  already  has 
been  made  available  for  1958?  If  the 
legislative  committee  says  that  this  pro¬ 
gram  is  a  national  scandal,  which  I  claim 
it  is,  then  they  can  stop  it,  if  this  money 
has  not  been  voted  in  advance.  But  if 
we  leave  this  money  in,  and  the  legisla¬ 
tive  committe  says  that  it  should  be 
stopped,  it  would  be  too  late  to  do  it,  be¬ 
cause  the  allocations  for  1958  would  have 
been  made  and  the  program  could  not  be 
stopped  until  1959. 


The  administration  of  this  program  is 
accompanied  by  enormous  injustices. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  call  your  attention  to 
insertions  I  have  placed  in  the  record 
on  the  distribution  of  this  fund  among 
the  various  States.  In  the  State  of  Kan¬ 
sas,  for  example,  total  soil-bank  allot¬ 
ments  this  year,  when  related  to  the  total 
number  of  farms  in  the  State,  figure  out 
to  $736.47  per  farm.  But  in  the  State 
of  New  Hampshire,  they  figure  to  only 
$1.37  a  farm.  In  my  State  it  is  only 
$24.96  per  farm;  why  they  took  the  4 
cents  off  from  an  even  $25  I  do  not  know, 
unless  it  was  to  take  care  of  the  4-cent 
postage  stamp  that  they  hope  to  have. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  constrained  to  sup¬ 
port  this  amendment  for  the  very  good 
reasons  that  have  been  assigned  by  the 
author  of  the  amendment.  For  the  ben¬ 
efit  of  the  Members  of  the  House  I  should 
like  to  say  that  Secretary  Benson  is 
scheduled  to  appear  before  our  commit¬ 
tee  tomorrow  morning  at  10  o’clock.  We 
were  prompted  to  invite  him  to  appear 
before  the  committee  by  the  letter  which 
he  had  written  to  Senator  Ellender  last 
week,  which  was  referred  to  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Harrison] 
a  moment  ago. 

In  that  letter,  Secretary  Benson  indi¬ 
cates  that  we  need  a  new  legislative  ap¬ 
proach  to  the  farm  program.  This  com¬ 
mittee  has  agreed  with  Secretary  Benson 
in  that  regard. 

I  feel  that  this  amendment  is  some¬ 
what  in  the  nature  of  a  temporary  in¬ 
junction  against  the  use  of  this  $500  mil¬ 
lion  until  Congress  decides  clearly 
whether  we  should  continue  this  acre¬ 
age  reserve  program.  We  have  had 
evidence  of  many  abuses  of  the  pro¬ 
gram.  It  has  not  only  resulted  in  plow¬ 
ing  under  farmers,  but  farm  communi¬ 
ties  and  the  people  of  those  communi¬ 
ties.  We  had  evidence  to  the  effect  that 
it  is  a  very  wasteful  program,  that  it 
actually  costs  more  than  twice  as  much 
to  put  a  bale  of  cotton  into  the  soil  bank 
than  it  does  to  put  it  into  the  foreign 
markets  on  a  subsidized  program.  I  do 
not  see  that  any  harm  could  come  by 
granting  this  temporary  injunction  on 
the  use  of  this  $500  million  until  the  leg¬ 
islative  committee  can  work  its  will  on 
legislation  which  might  be  proposed  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  tomorrow 
morning.  As  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Harrison]  has  said,  unless  we 
do  hold  up  this  money  it  will  no  doubt  be 
obligated  before  we  can  work  our  will 
upon  new  legislation. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  GARY.  Does  not  the  gentleman 
think  that  where  the  Congress  flas  au¬ 
thorized  a  program — and  that  is  all  the 
general  legislation  is — and  abuses  have 
developed,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  stop  those  abuses  just  as  soon 
as  we  possibly  can? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  agree  with  my  friend, 
and  I  think  that  the  Appropriations 
Committee  has  by  this  report  indicated 


that  it,  too,  believes  that  we  should  put 
the  brakes  on  this  money  until  we  can 
determine  just  what  the  policy  of  our 
Government  is  going  to  be  in  1958. 

Five  hundred  million  dollars  is  a  lot 
of  money.  I,  for  one,  am  anxious  to 
economize  if,  indeed,  we  can  actually 
economize  by  eliminating  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  this  stupendous  sum  of  money 
in  the  good  year  1958.  I  am  frank  to 
say  that  we  are  waiting  and  hoping  and 
praying  that  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  will  come  up  with  something  con¬ 
crete  and  something  constructive.  He 
has  seen  fit  to  criticize  and  to  vilify 
these  programs  throughout  the  length 
and  the  breadth  of  the  country.  All  of 
us  are  aware  of  the  fact  that  agricul¬ 
ture  is  now  in  a  desperate  predicament. 
Think  of  the  money  that  has  been  spent 
and  will  be  spent,  and  our  situation 
seems  to  be  growing  progressively  worse. 

The  Secretary  says  that  surpluses  are 
disappearing  and  markets  are  returning, 
but  the  facts  and  figures  of  his  Depart¬ 
ment  belie  that  statement.  The  fact  is, 
as  he  sells  3  bales  of  cotton  he  buys  2 
bales  to  take  their  place.  Our  invest¬ 
ment  in  inventories  has  gone  up.  He 
took  over  inventories  valued  at  a  little 
more  than  $2.5  billion,  and  even  now, 
after  all  of  these  gigantic  losses,  we  have 
more  than  $8  billion  invested  in  inven¬ 
tory.  He  took  over  slightly  more  than 
1  million  bales  of  cotton  and  now  he  has 
approximately  10  million  bales  of  cotton 
staring  him  in  the  face. 

We  have  no  panacea.  We  have  of¬ 
fered  two-price  systems,  we  have  offered 
compensatory  payment  programs,  equal¬ 
ization  fees,  and  all  of  the  different 
things,  but  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
has  turned  thumbs  down  on  everything 
that  any  member  of  our  committee  has 
proposed.  The  situation  is  growing 
worse.  I  hope  the  Members  of  the 
House  will  vote  for  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Harrison],  which,  I  say,  is  nothing 
but  a  temporary  injunction  until  the 
committee  can  meet  tomorrow  and  hear 
what  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has 
to  offer. 

Mr.  HARVEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  HARVEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HARVEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  this 
instance  I  am  certainly  constrained  to 
object  to  the  amendment  and  to  say  that 
I  believe  it  would  not  be  in  the  best  in¬ 
terest  of  agriculture,  even  in  areas  that 
think  they  are  not  getting  much  out 
of  it. 

Let  me  say  first  of  all  that  the  criti¬ 
cisms  that  have  been  leveled  against 
the  program  are  hardly  valid,  for  it  was 
inaugurated  just  late  last  year.  Many 
of  the  complaints  with  respect  to  start¬ 
ing  it  in  1956  were  voiced  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  himself  as  being  inherent  in  a 
program  he  would  be  compelled  to  ad¬ 
minister  with  so  little  preparation.  We 
are  really  in  just  the  first  year  of  the 
program.  We  have  no  way  yet  of  know¬ 
ing  how  it  is  going  to  work. 

I  am  reminded  particularly  of  a  state¬ 
ment  made  by  my  colleague  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Simpson]  in  the  committee 
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that  to  him  one  of  the  most  unfortunate 
aspects  of  our  efforts  to  help  agriculture 
is  that  we  have  not  stuck  to  any  one  pro¬ 
gram  long  enough  in  a  period  when  we 
had  a  peacetime  economy  to  know 
whether  or  not  it  would  work. 

I  hope  and  pray  that  you  will  not 
literally  use  the  meat  ax  on  this  pro¬ 
gram,  because  it  came  out  in  a  biparti¬ 
san  fashion  with  the  blessing  of  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  and  on  the  basis  that 
it  was  the  best  we  could  come  up  with  to 
meet  this  very  critical  situation. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARVEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  The  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  apparently  does  not  like 
this  program.  I  have  sometimes  won¬ 
dered  just  for  sure  what  he  himself  does 
want  in  the  way  of  a  program.  He  re¬ 
ferred  to  this  action  as  a  temporary 
injunction.  It  would  seem  to  me  that  if 
you  strike  out  all  this  money  that  is  not 
a  temporary  injunction.  That  is  a  death 
blow  to  the  program.  Why  should  we 
march  down  the  hill  so  rapidly  before 
we  march  up  the  hill,  before  we  have  a 
chance  to  see  what  it  can  do? 

Mr.  HARVEY.  I  agree  with  my  col¬ 
league  and  there  is  one  point  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia  made  that  I  should 
like  to  address  myself  to  specifically,  be¬ 
cause  it  is  important.  • 

The  Secretary  himself  said,  and  I 
want  to  be  perfectly  fair  and  clear  on 
this,  that  the  basic  program  accounted 
for  only  23  percent  of  the  gross  farm 
income.  Technically  speaking  that  is 
correct,  but  here  is  the  gimmick  to  that. 
Our  program  for  sustaining  grain  prices 
has  been  the  foundation  that  has  sus¬ 
tained  livestock  prices,  and  livestock  ac¬ 
counts  for  60  percent  of  the  total  farm 
income.  When  you  add  that  60  per¬ 
cent  to  the  23  percent,  you  come  up  with 
83  percent  which  is  an  entirely  different 
figure.  ' ' 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARVEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  would  just  like  to  say 
to  my  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Indi¬ 
ana,  that  I  refer  to  this  as  a  temporary 
restraining  order  because  if  the  Secre¬ 
tary  tomorrow  morning  says  he  wants  to 
continue  the  acreage  reserve  program, 
and  if  the  committee  and  the  House 
approve,  it  would  be  very  easy  to  bring 
this  provision  in,  in  a  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriation  bill.  But,  if  we  do  not  tie 
the  money  down  now,  it  will  certainly 
be  obligated  in  the  next  few  weeks. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARVEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  If  that  is  the  reason¬ 
ing  of  the  gentleman,  it  is  one  of  the 
weirdest  things  I  have  ever  heard  pro¬ 
posed  around  here.  Here  is  this  appro¬ 
priation  bill  brought  in  to  provide 
money  for  this  program - 

Mr.  COOLEY.  For  next  year. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Then  it  would  seem 
to  me  better  to  go  ahead  with  the  bill 
and  provide  the  money.  Then,  if  the 
program  is  abandoned,  they  would  not 
spend  the  money, 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  all  right  ex¬ 
cept  for  the  fact  that  it  would  be  obli¬ 


gated  on  contracts  with  farmers  and  we 
would  have  to  keep  faith  with  the  pro¬ 
gram  and  go  on  with  it  whether  we 
wanted  to  or  not. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARVEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  What  would  be 
.signed  up  within  the  next  few  weeks? 
All  the  corn  contracts  have  been  signed. 
There  are  no  wheat  or  cotton  contracts 
that  would  be  signed  up  within  the  next 
few  weeks. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  would  be  for  the 
wheat  coming  out  for  next  year. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARVEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  would  like  to  point 
out  that  I  am  speaking  for  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  position.  We  personally  felt  we 
should  handle  it  as  we  did,  but  I  would 
like  to  point  out  to  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana,  in  view  of  his  comments  and 
questions,  that  involved  in  this  bill  are 
two  things,  the  money  to  pay  for  this 
year’s  contract,  which  is  not  touched  by 
this  amendment,  and  an  announcement 
of  the  program  for  1958.  The  amend¬ 
ment  merely  limits  or  restricts  the  en¬ 
tering  into  any  contracts  for  next  year. 
But,  the  money  will  continue  in  the  bill 
to  pay  for  this  year’s  contracts.  I 
thought  that  ought  to  be  made  clear. 

Mr.  HARVEY.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  say,  in 
conclusion,  that  we  embarked  upon  this 
program  in  good  faith.  Both  parties 
believed  in  it.  I  think  we  ought  to  have 
at  least  the  good  faith  to  continue  until 
the  program  itself  has  had  a  chance  to 
prove  itself.  Certainly,  we  will  not  be 
doing  that  by  this  kind  of  action.  To 
me  this  drastic  action  would  be  detri¬ 
mental  and  destructive  to  the  entire 
well-being  of  agriculture. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  here  is  a  place 
where  we  need  to  use  a  little  moderation. 
I  say  that  in  all  sincerity.  I,  too,  as 
members  of  the  full  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  well  know,  have  been  criti¬ 
cal  of  some  of  the  actions  in  regard  to 
the  acreage  reserve.  I,  too,  am  of  the 
opinion  that  unless  we  can  correct  the 
deficiencies  in  these  operations,  and  un¬ 
less  we  can  prevent  the  acreage-reserve 
program  from  being  used  as  a  crop-in¬ 
surance  measure  or  as  a  drought-relief 
measure,  I  then  would  be  personally 
obliged  to  recommend  to  my  subcommit¬ 
tee  that  we  abolish  this  particular  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  soil  bank.  But  let  us  not  do 
anything  foolhardy  here  today.  We  on 
the  subcommittee,  under  the  leadership 
of  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Whitten]  have  brought  out  through  our 
investigation  that  certain  deficiencies  do 
exist.  What  are  we  doing?  We  are  say¬ 
ing  to  the  Department,  because  of  those 
deficiencies  and  defects,  we  are  holding 
down  the  size  of  this  particular  program 
for  the  crop  year  1958  from  the  $750  mil¬ 
lion  program,  which  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]  and  his 
committee  approved  last  year  down  to 
$500  million.  That  is  a  one-third  reduc- 
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tion  for  the  express  purpose  of  tightening 
up  the  administration  of  the  program, 
but  we  still  want  to  see  that  $500  million 
made  available  to  farmers  if  they  want 
it.  This  is  a  voluntary  program  and  not 
forced  on  anyone. 

In  other  words,  our  subcommittee  is 
putting  on  the  brakes,  and  we  certainly 
do  not  intend  to  come  in  here  and  kill 
it  today,  as  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]  and  others  would 
like  you  to  do,  before  this  particular  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  program  has  even  had  a  full 
year’s  operation.  Let  us  not  be  fool¬ 
hardy.  Let  us  use  moderation.  Mod¬ 
eration  is  exactly  what  we  on  this  sub¬ 
committee  have  proposed.  That  is,  we 
are  reducing  the  program  next  year  from 
$750  million  down  to  $500  million.  I  will 
give  you  my  word — and  I  am  sure  the 
balance  of  my  subcommittee  will  agree — 
that  unless  we  can  get  these  few  little 
items  of  discord  corrected  that  we  are 
going  to  be  very,  very  hard  upon  the  acre¬ 
age  reserve  portion  of  the  soil  bank.  I 
am  speaking  as  one  of  the  two  original 
authors  of  this  entire  program  in  this 
House — Mr.  Marshall  and  myself.  I 
want  to  reiterate  that  Mr.  Marshall  and 
I  agree  that  the  other  section,  the  soil- 
conservation  section,  is  the  real  soil  bank. 
That  was  what  we  had  in  mind  when  we 
first  proposed  a  soil-bank  program.  But, 
in  regard  to  the  acreage  reserve,  do  not 
depress  the  price  of  wheat  in  Chicago 
and  other  markets  by  10  cents  or  more 
by  taking  unconscionable  action  here. 
Remember  that  this  acreage  reserve,  in 
spite  of  what  has  been  said  against  it, 
has  already  been  responsible  for  knock¬ 
ing  down  the  production  of  wheat  and 
corn  in  the  great  Midwest.  In  that  way 
it  has  been  saving  the  taxpayers  hun¬ 
dreds  of  millions  of  dollars  in  storage 
charges  and  in  price-support  charges 
that  they  otherwise  have  to  meet.  No. 
Let  us  be  moderate.  Let  us  not  listen 
in  this  case  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]  ,  much  as  I  respect 
him,  but  let  us  go  ahead  with  this  pro¬ 
gram  and  try  it  for  at  least  1  full  year, 
and  then  next  year  let  us  take  stock. 
But  this  argument  that  unless  we  do  it 
now  we  never  can  do  it  is  fallacious. 
After  all,  we  on  this  Subcommittee  on 
Appropriations  will  see  that  no  funds 
are  available  in  a  hurry  if  we  find  that 
these  abuses,  which  are  not  as  heavy  as 
some  might  indicate,  are  corrected.  I 
will  guarantee  to  you  that  our  subcom¬ 
mittee  will  get  tough. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  call  attention 
to  the  fact  that  about  a  year  ago  I 
stood  at  this  same  spot  and  pointed  out 
that  while  this  soil  bank  could,  and  I 
hoped,  would  be  a  measure  of  assistance 
to  individual  farmers  in  certain  cases, 
that  it  was  certain  in  the  long  run  to 
reduce  community  income  and  to  reduce 
national  income  from  agriculture  by  ap¬ 
proximately  50  percent  to  the  extent  that 
it  was  effective.  I  think  that  all  who 
have  observed  the  operation  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  will  now  agree  that  that  is  cer- 
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tainly  true;  that  the  whole  community 
suffers  when  we  place  a  large  portion 
of  our  productive  land  in  acreage  reserve. 

Last  week  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
who  originally  suggested  the  soil  bank, 
sent  a  letter  to  the  chairman  of  a  com¬ 
mittee  in  another  body,  and  made  it 
public,  in  which  he  said  that  the  soil 
bank  had  failed.  I  do  not  know  just  how 
far  we  have  to  go  when  our  own  experi¬ 
ence  proves  that  the  program  is  having  a 
disastrous  effect  on  many  of  our  com¬ 
munities;  when  our  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  publicly  and  officially  states  that 
the  program  is  a  failure,  and  when  no 
friend  of  the  program  even  contends 
that  this  acreage  reserve  is  working.  I 
do  not  know  why  we  should  require  it  to 
continue  for  years  past  the  time  that 
outstanding  contracts  expire.  If  the 
program  proves  itself  good  in  1957  there 
will  still  be  opportunity  to  provide  funds 
for  1958.  This  amendment  simply 
places  the  burden  on  the  program  to 
prove  its  value.  The  proponents  of  the 
existing  arrangement  have  repeatedly  in¬ 
sisted  that  we  should  give  the  program 
a  full  year’s  trial  before  we  judge  it. 
As  I  see  it  if  we  are  to  keep  ourselves 
free  to  actually  be  guided  by  the  ex¬ 
perience  of  a  full  year’s  history  we  must 
surely  avoid  any  commitments  for  1958. 
That  is  exactly  what  this  amendment 
does. 

The  amendment  is  carefully  drawn  so 
as  not  to  deprive  anyone  of  any  con¬ 
tractual  rights  he  now  possesses.  But 
by  the  same  token  It  says  that  we  in 
agriculture  are  as  interested  as  other 
Members  of  this  House  in  saving  the 
solvency  of  America.  We  have  half  a 
billion  dollars  at  stake  in  this  amend¬ 
ment — half  a  billion  dollars. 

The  President  of  the  United  States 
said  last  night  you  could  not  cut  his 
budget.  I  am  telling  you  where  you  can 
cut  his  budget  and  I  am  not  asking  you 
to  cut  it  out  of  somebody  else’s  pocket;  I 
am  telling  you  where  you  can  cut  this 
budget  and  take  it  out  of  the  agriculture 
bill  in  which  I  am  deeply  interested.  I 
am  not  telling  you  to  cut  the  other  man’s 
budget;  I  am  telling  you  where  you  can 
cut  the  budget  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  I  am  telling  you  how  you  can 
save  half  a  billion  dollars.  I  do  not  want 
to  be  unfair  to  anybody  but  I  want  to  see 
just  how  interested  you  are  in  a  real 
budget  cut.  Now  if  you  are  serious  about 
this  savings  proposition  here  we  have  the 
real  hard  test. 

Do  you  want  to  save  your  budget  or 
do  you  want  to  save  your  Secretary  of 
Agriculture?  It  is  just  that  simple.  It 
is  just  a  question;  Are  you  really  sin¬ 
cerely  interested  in  cutting  this  budget? 

The  farmers  of  America  are  not  here 
asking  you  to  spend  this  half  billion  dol¬ 
lars  ;  they  are  here  asking  you  to  balance 
this  budget;  they  are  here  saying  they 
are  willing  to  make  their  contribution 
to  it. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  my  chairman. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  would  just  like  to  say 
again  for  the  benefit  of  the  House  that 
tomorrow  morning  we  will  have  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  before  our  commit¬ 


tee  for  the  first  time  in  weeks  and 
months.  Then  we  will  find  out  whether 
he  wants  this  program  continued.  He 
himself  has  denounced  it.  Not  only  that 
but  the  committee  says  the  advisability 
of  continuing  this  program  is  doubtful. 
Why  should  we  appropriate  the  $500  mil¬ 
lion  if  the  committee  is  in  doubt  about 
it,  the  Secretary  is  in  doubt  about  it,  and 
we  are  all  in  doubt  about  it? 

Mr.  POAGE.  There  is  so  much  differ¬ 
ence  of  opinion  on  this  acreage  reserve 
program  that  unless  we  act  now  we  may 
very  well  find  ourselves  in  the  position 
where  we  have  made  commitments.  To 
change  them  we  would  have  to  break 
promises.  That  is  not  the  way  to  do 
business.  Before  we  make  promises  let 
us  be  sure  that  we  want  to  follow  the 
program. 

If  you  mean  to  save  money,  if  you  are 
serious  about  saving  money,  do  not  com¬ 
mit  us  to  the  point  where  we  have  to 
break  promises  in  order  to  save  it.  This 
is  one  of  the  few  opportunities  you  have 
had  to  make  a  saving  without  breaking 
some  promises  that  have  already  been 
made.  I  plead  with  the  House,  if  you  are 
serious  about  economy,  if  you  want  to 
save  half  a  billion  dollars,  let  us  vote 
for  this  amendment.  If  we  are  to  have 
economy  we  must  cut  some  items. 
Somebody  profits  by  every  one  of  these 
items,  but  surely  there  is  less  prospective 
loss  to  farmers  in  this  cut  than  in  any 
comparable  cut  that  anyone  has  sug¬ 
gested.  Let  us  keep  our  sound  farm  pro¬ 
gram.  Let  us  appropriate  enough  to  pay 
for  them.  Let  us  make  the  cuts  on  the 
doubtful  items.  Surely  this  is  doubtful 
to  say  the  least. 

(Mr.  RAINS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  RAINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
this  time  to  point  out  the  importance  to 
American  agriculture  of  the  agricultural 
county  agents  and  the  home  demon¬ 
stration  agents,  and  the  inadequacy  of 
their  present  salaries. 

Along  with  several  outstanding  county 
agents  from  my  State  of  Alabama,  I  ap¬ 
peared  before  the  Subcommittee  on 
Agriculture  Appropriations,  chair¬ 
maned  by  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  in  an 
effort  to  spotlight  the  great  inequities 
which  exist  in  nearly  every  State  in  the 
Union,  with  reference  to  salaries  for 
agriculture  county  agents,  and  home 
demonstration  agents. 

I  am  pleased  to  note  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  recognizes  the  inadequacy 
of  salaries  for  these  dedicated  servants 
of  the  people,  and  pays  tribute  to  them 
in  the  following  language : 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  county  and 
home  demonstration  agents  are  and  should 
be  the  backbone  of  the  whole  agricultural 
system. 

In  the  record  of  the  hearings  before 
the  Agriculture  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee,  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi, 
Chairman  Whitten,  the  gentleman  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Natcher],  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  H.  Carl  Andersen], 
and  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Marshall]  made  it  clear  that  they  feel 
something  should  be  done  to  adjust  the 
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salaries  of  county  agents  upward  to  a 
reasonable  level  and  on  at  least  a  parity 
with  other  agricultural  workers.  I  want 
to  commend  each  of  my  colleagues  on 
the  Subcommittee  for  Appropriations  for 
Agriculture,  for  the  manifest  interest 
they  have  shown  in  this  problem,  and  to 
express  the  hope  that  something  will  be 
done  before  the  final  passage  of  the  agri¬ 
cultural  appropriations  bill  to  alleviate 
the  situation  in  which  we  find  our  county 
agents. 

It  is  interesting  but  sad  to  note  that 
county  agents’  salaries,  extremely  low  in 
some  States,  now  average  $6,115  an¬ 
nually.  The  average  for  ASC  office  man¬ 
agers  is  $7,000.  This  disparity  between 
agricultural  workers  should  not  be  al¬ 
lowed  to  continue.  I  certainly  am  not 
advocating  that  the  salaries  of  ASC  office 
managers  be  reduced,  but  I  am  insisting 
that  we  should  raise  the  salaries  of  our 
county  agents,  the  accepted  deans  of 
agriculture,  in  our  counties.  It  is  clear 
to  all  of  us  that  no  organization  can  be 
stronger  than  its  personnel.  It  is  a  well 
known  fact  that  county  agents  are  leav¬ 
ing  the  Extension  Service  in  large  num¬ 
bers,  and  new  recruitments,  because  of 
extremely  low  salaries  are  not  available. 
It  is  an  alarming  fact  to  note  that  en¬ 
rollment  in  many  outstanding  agricul¬ 
tural  colleges  by  high-school  students  to 
pursue  courses  in  agriculture  to  train 
for  county  agents’  careers  is  off  50  per¬ 
cent  to  what  it  was  10  years  ago.  Direc¬ 
tor  G.  C.  Gipson,  of  the  Texas  Extension 
Service,  has  stated  that  enrollment  of 
college  students  to  pursue  courses  in 
agriculture,  throughout  the  Nation  was 
off  36  percent. 

Naturally,  high-school  students  are  not 
going  to  enroll  in  a  course  whose  pay 
scale  is  so  notoriously  low,  as  is  the  coun¬ 
ty  agents  and  home  demonstration 
agents.  It  seems  a  little  strange  to  me, 
since  a  considerable  portion  of  the  sal¬ 
aries  of  county  agents  is  paid  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  that  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  for  Agriculture  finds  it 
beyond  the  power  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  to  correct  this  salary  defi¬ 
ciency.  I  understand,  of  course,  that 
contributions  to  county  agents’  salaries 
are  made  by  the  States  and  by  the  coun¬ 
ties,  but  I  feel  there  should  be  some  way 
whereby  adequate  Federal  funds  could  be 
earmarked  for  matching  basis  by  the 
State  and  county,  to  bring  these  salaries 
up  to  levels  comparable  with  other  agri¬ 
cultural  employees.  In  my  own  State 
of  Alabama,  I  am  convinced  beyond  per- 
adventure  of  a  doubt,  that  the  extension 
director,  the  Honorable  P.  O.  Davis,  one 
of  Alabama’s  most  distinguished  public 
servants  in  the  field  of  agriculture,  one 
who  has  the  welfare  of  county  agents 
and  home  demonstration  agents  at  heart, 
would,  without  hesitancy,  if  the  funds 
were  available  and  he  had  the  authority, 
make  the  adjustments  in  these  salaries 
which  should  be  made. 

I  think  that  we  here  in  the  Congress 
should  do  something  specific  about  this 
matter.  Also,  I  think  it  is  high  time  that 
those  in  charge  of  the  Extension  Service 
at  the  top  level,  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  and  the  Secretary  himself, 
should  realize  the  plight  of  these  faith- 
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ful  men  and  women  in  the  county  agents 
and  home  demonstration  offices,  and  do 
something  about  it. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  good  friend  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
CooleyI  and  my  good  friend  from  Texas 
may  recall  that  when  we  recently  had 
the  corn  legislation  before  us  I  stated 
that  they  confused  me.  They  are  con¬ 
fusing  me  again. 

My  good  friend  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  says  that  here  is  an 
opportunity  to  save  half  a  billion  dollars, 
but  when  the  emergency  corn  bill  was 
under  consideration  in  March  he  offered 
an  amendment  that  would  increase  the 
cost  $750  million  to  $1  billion. 

The  gentleman  must  be  more  stable 
than  that.  You  cannot  stand  here  to¬ 
day  and  attempt  to  cut  $500  million  out 
of  one  bill  and  then  advocate  another 
amendment  for  the  same  objective  that 
would  add  $750  million  to  the  cost  of  the 
same  legislation.  It  does  not  add  up. 

The  gentleman  spoke  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  and  his  appearance  be¬ 
fore  his  committee,  on  tomorrow.  What 
will  be  the  practical  result?  This  bill  will 
be  passed  here  today  and  be  over  to  the 
Senate  by  the  time  Secretary  Benson  can 
come  before  the  committee  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  then  learn  what  his  views  on  this 
matter  are.  Read  the  Record  of  yester¬ 
day  and  you  will  find  a  letter  from  the 
Secretary  in  which  he  expressed  himself. 
That  letter  is  part  of  the  Record  and 
was  read  into  the  Record  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Hill].  The 
letter  was  addressed  to  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten],  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee.  In  the  let¬ 
ter  he  said  this,  and  so  this  gives  you  the 
information  you  want: 

The  Department  cannot  agree  with  this 
position.  The  soil-bank  program  has  re¬ 
ceived  bipartisan  support  from  all  those  who 
recognize  that  no  program  or  group  of  pro¬ 
grams  can  work  effectively  with  tremendous¬ 
ly  burdensome  surpluses  bearing  down  on 
the  entire  price  structure.  It  will  be  effec¬ 
tive  in  reducing  acreage  and  production  of 
the  designated  basic  crops  in  1957,  below 
what  production  would  be  in  the  absence  of 
the  program. 

Here  is  the  sentence  that  is  impor¬ 
tant,  and  this  is  the  Secretary  speaking 
in  his  letter  to  the  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Agriculture,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  : 

The  law  makes  a  soil-bank  commitment 
to  farmers  through  1959.  This  commitment 
should  be  carried  out.  *■ 

In  other  words,  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  does  not  have  to  wait 
until  tomorrow  to  find  out  what  the  Sec¬ 
retary  says.  But  the  Secretary  set  forth 
in  his  letter  that  he  wanted  this  program 
and  that  is  what  this  House  ought  to 
do.  Accordingly  I  am  giving  you  this 
information  in  order  that  you  may  re¬ 
verse  your  position  and  not  support  the 
pending  amendment. 

Mr.  VORYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  VORYS.  Everyone  has  been 
talking  about  what  the  Secretary  said 
somewhere  to  somebody.  As  one  who  is 


not  an  expert  on  farm  matters,  I  am 
interested  in  the  letter  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  has  been  reading,  because 
it  contains  what  the  Secretary  wrote 
to  the  House  yesterday,  giving  his  views. 
I  want  to  quote  another  part  of  that 
letter: 

The  House  committee  report  says  that 
they  "have  serious  doubts  that  the  program 
will  reach  its  basic  objective  of  reducing 
production — and  would  question  it  further 
if  it  did.” 

Then  the  Secretary  says,  and  this  is 
something  I  can  understand: 

This  sounds  like  the  committee  is  con¬ 
demning  it  because  they  think  it  didn’t 
work,  but  if  it  is  successful,  they  will  con¬ 
demn  it  anyway. 

If  that  is  the  sort  of  view  the  com¬ 
mittee  takes  on  it,  I  am  willing  to  go 
along  with  something  that  a  city  man 
can  understand  about  this  program. 

Here  is  what  the  Secretary  says  in  his 
letter : 

No  program  or  group  of  programs  can 
work  effectively  with  tremendously  burden¬ 
some  surpluses  bearing  down  on  the  entire 
price  structure.  It  will  be  effective  in  reduc¬ 
ing  acreage  and  production  of  the  designated 
basic  crops  in  1957,  below  what  production 
would  be  in  the  absence  of  the  program. 

He  also  says  that  the  present  law 
makes  the  soil-bank  commitment  until 
1959.  That  is  something  I  can  under¬ 
stand.  I  am  not  confused  about  that. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  So  we  must  go  ahead 
with  the  contracts  that  we  have  entered 
into  with  our  farmer  friends  on  the  ba¬ 
sis  of  the  practices  now  followed  for 
1957.  Do  not  be  misled  by  the  idea  that 
we  should  withdraw  because  of  the 
money.  After  all,  as  I  said  a  moment 
ago,  this  quick  shifting  position  is  not 
going  to  get  us  anywhere.  We  cannot 
save  money  today  and  put  some  back  to¬ 
morrow,  add  to  it.  This  clarifies  the 
situation  very  much.  So  let  us  pass  the 
bill  now  as  it  is  written. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  want  to  say  that  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  made  it  per¬ 
fectly  clear  that  this  amendment  does 
not  in  any  way  affect  the  1957  program. 
It  affects  the  1958  program.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  .talks  about  the  success  of  it. 
Please  tell  the  committee  with  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  $179  million  last  year  in  the 
corn-producing  area  how  much  reduc¬ 
tion  we  had  in  the  overall  production 
of  corn? 

Mr.  ARENDS.  The  whole  problem 
of  agriculture  and  the  matter  of  re¬ 
duction  depend  a  lot  on  what  the  Good 
Lord  does.  In  the  State  of  Illinois  he 
smiled  on  us  last  year  and  we  had  the 
greatest  corn  production  that  we  have 
had  for  years.  For  that,  we  are  thank¬ 
ful.  However,  the  big  reason  the  reduc¬ 
tion  in  acreage  was  not  as  large  as 
might  have  been  expected,  was  the  fault 
of  the  Congress  in  not  making  the  pro¬ 
gram  effective  at  an  earlier  date.  The 
program  for  the  crop  year  1956  was  not 
given  a  fair  chance  to  really  work.  The 
emergency-corn  legislation  if  passed  in 
March  of  this  year  would  have  per¬ 
mitted  hundreds  of  thousands  of  acres 
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of  corn  to  go  into  the  program  for  the 
crop  year  1957. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  Secretary  said  he 
got  more  cooperation  than  he  antici¬ 
pated. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  The  gentleman  is  not 
telling  us  where  these  acres  are.  I 
know  where  they  are.  They  are  not  in 
our  part  of  the  country  where  we  grow 
the  greatest  amount  of  corn.  They  are 
in  other  parts  of  the  country  where 
there  are  less  productive  acres. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  has  been  my  policy 
since  I  have  been  a  Member  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  to  never  engage  in 
partisan  politics  on  the  floor.  I  think 
my  record  is  clear  in  that  respect. 

Now  in  this  particular  instance  may  I 
say  that  every  year  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  until  this  year,  has  been  a 
nonpartisan  group.  But  this  year  we 
have  divided  right  down  the  middle.  I 
do  not  know  who  has  been  responsible 
for  that,  but  I  have  told  my  own  com¬ 
mittee  members  many  times  that  when 
we  start  washing  our  dirty  linen  on  the 
floor  instead  of  in  committee,  we  are  go¬ 
ing  to  run  into  trouble. 

Now,  my  good  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  says  that  in  just  a  day  or  two  we 
will  hear  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Well,  we  have  had  ever  since  January 
to  hear  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  If 
you  thought  the  soil  bank  was  not  a  suc¬ 
cess,  why  has  not  a  bill  been  introduced 
to  kill  the  soil  bank  and  not  come  in  in 
the  last  15  minutes  and  kill  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  it? 

There  has  been  talk  of  confusion.  We 
are  saying  to  the  farmers  that  we  have 
a  soil-bank  program.  Today  we  are  say¬ 
ing  to  the  farmers  we  have  no  money. 
Now,  take  the  people  out  in  the  field. 
What  are  they  going  to  tell  the  farmers 
day  after  tomorrow?  Are  we  going  to 
have  a  program  or  are  we  not  going  to 
have  a  program?  We  do  not  know  until 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Cooley]  questions  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  and  determines  whether  the 
soil  bank  is  a  good  proposition. 

Mr.  HARRISON  of  Virginia.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  HARRISON  of  Virginia.  I  have 
introduced  a  bill  to  do  away  with  it,  and 
I  have  asked  them  to  give  me  time  to 
consider  the  bill  before  they  make  allo¬ 
cations  for  the  1958  crops. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  There  will  be  no  al¬ 
location  made  under  this  until  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  can  thoroughly  go 
into  the  entire  soil-bank  program  and 
kill  the  entire  thing  before  $1  of  this 
will  be  committed. 

Mr.  HARRISON  of  Virginia.  How 
can  you  say  that  when  the  bill  carries 
appropriations  for  the  1958  crops  of  $500 
million? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Some  of  you  have 
said  you  have  been  confused  at  the  atti-  , 
tude  and  statement  of  the  gentleman 
from  Texas.  I  have  not  been  confused. 
He  told  me  very  frankly  in  our  commit¬ 
tee  that  if  any  bill  came  to  the  floor 
that  did  not  include  feed  grains  or  do 
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something  for  the  people  of  his  district, 
he  would  be  against  it.  Apparently  this 
does  not  include  feed  grains  and  it  is 
not  going  to  give  any  money  to  the  peo¬ 
ple  in  his  district.  Frankly,  I  am  not 
confused  with  his  attitude  and  I  am  not 
confused  with  the  attitude  of  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee,  but  I  think  it  is 
a  very  poor  policy,  and  I  am  saying  this 
to  other  members  of  our  committee.  I 
have  said  this  many  times.  It  is  a  poor 
policy  to  get  up  here  and  use  this  method 
of  trying  to  kill  this  program.  Let  us  go 
back  to  our  committee.  Let  us  consider 
the  soil  bank  thoroughly  and  completely. 
I  am  not  defending  or  condemning  the 
soil  bank.  I  am  one  Member  of  this 
House  who  did  not  rush  in  and  try  to 
claim  credit  for  it,  but  I  do  not  know  of 
anybody  else  connected  with  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  that  did  not.  I 
was  for  the  two-price  system  for  wheat. 
That  was  my  part  of  the  bill.  But  you 
all  rushed  in  and  claimed  credit,  and 
now  you  are  all  rushing  in  and  saying 
that  it  is  the  worst  program  that  was 
ever  brought  here.  If  it  is,  kill  it. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  did  not  claim 
any  credit  for  it. 

Mr.  BELCHER,  I  do  not  recall  that 
the  gentleman  said  anything  against  it, 
but  so  far  as  that  is  concerned,  if  you 
say  you  did  not  claim  any  credit  for  it, 
that  is  all  right.  I  know  you  are  not 
claiming  credit  for  it  now. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  What  you  did  in  the 
past,  I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Certainly  not 
now,  with  the  experience  we  have  had. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  want  to  give  my 
chairman  this  little  bit  of  advice,  be¬ 
cause  I  so  seldom  get  to  say  anything 
before  the  commitee  that  I  have  to  take 
the  floor  of  the  House  to  get  to  say  any¬ 
thing.  By  the  time  you  get  down  by  the 
second  member  of  the  majority  side  of 
our  committee,  the  rest  of  us  are  as  silent 
as  a  thief  in  the  night. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  will  yield. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  want  to  make  it  per¬ 
fectly  clear  I  am  not  trying  to  kill  the 
soil  conservation  reserve  program. 
What  I  said  to  begin  with,  I  want  to  go 
into  it  with  an  open  mind,  but  I  do  not 
want  to  go  into  it  with  $500  million  al¬ 
ready  obligated.  I  want  to  hear  the 
Secretary  thoroughly  and  fully,  and  I 
am  not  saying  now  that  I  am  not  opposed 
to  its  continuation. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Let  me  ask  the  gen¬ 
tleman  one  question.  How  long  has  it 
been  since  he  knew  there  was  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  coming  to  this  floor  ap¬ 
propriating  money  for  this  program? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Harrison]  has  had  a  bill 
before  our  committee  for  sometime,  but 
we  have  had  no  hearings. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  You  knew  since  the 
1st  of  January  that  this  House  would 
be  called  upon  to  appropriate  funds  for 
this  program. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  And  you  have  not 
done  anything  to  investigate  or  kill  the 
soil  bank. 


Mr.  COOLEY.  This  is  the  first  oppor¬ 
tunity  we  had  to  bring  the  matter  up. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Look  at  the  time  we 
spent  on  the  corn  bill  and  a  few  other 
bills  we  have  had  here  since  the  1st  of 
January. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  will  try  to  recognize 
the  gentleman  tomorrow  before  the  com¬ 
mittee,  since  he  has  been  so  kind  to  me 
this  evening. 

Mr.  VURSELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VURSELL.  I  would  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  lit¬ 
tle  while  ago  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]  characterized 
this  proposed  action  as  a  temporary  in¬ 
junction  and  subsequently  sought,  after 
I  raised  some  question  about  it,  to  ex¬ 
plain  again  that  it  was  a  temporary  in¬ 
junction.  If  I  understand  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Harrison]  correctly, 
the  author  of  the  amendment,  it  is  no 
temporary  injunction  with  him;  it  is 
the  death  blow  to  this  program.  He  is 
against  it  all.  He  wants  it  destroyed;  is 
not  that  correct? 

Mr.  HARRISON  of  Virginia.  Yes,  sir; 
I  want  a  chance  to  prove  my  charges 
against  it.  But  if  you  put  this  money  in, 
we  will  get  no  chance  to  prove  those 
charges. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  And  now  we  under¬ 
stand  what  the  situation  is.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Harrison]  is 
forthright.  He  wants  to  kill  the  pro¬ 
gram.  He  has  had  a  bill  to  kill  the  pro¬ 
gram  before  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and,  as  was  so  ably  pointed  out  by 
our  colleague  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Belcher],  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  has  done  nothing  to  ap¬ 
proach  this  matter  in  the  place  where  it 
should  be  approached.  But  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  now  comes  in,  ap¬ 
parently  through  the  side  door  and  un¬ 
der  the  guise  of  a  temporary  injunction 
and  joins  up  with  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  to  kill  the  program. 

We  have  now  got  it  fairly  clear  that 
there  is  something  herd  that  seems,  may 
I  say  as  I  said  a  moment  ago,  just  a  little 
weird. 

I  want  to  say  this  about  the  soil-bank 
program.  It  has  been  said  before,  and 
we  might  as  well  understand  it.  Criti¬ 
cism  was  leveled  against  it  principally 
because  the  program  was  put  into  opera¬ 
tion  so  late  last  year  that  it  has  not  yet 
had  a  chance  to  establish  how  good  it  is. 
And  so  I  say  that  it  comes  with  poor 
grace,  most  of  that  delay  having  been 
occasioned  by  the  people  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle,  to  come  in  here  now,  be¬ 
fore  the  program  has  had  a  chance  to 
prove  itself,  and  undertake  to  chop  it 
off,  not  by  a  presentation  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  where  it  should  be 
had,  but  by  summary,  arbitrary  action, 
which  would  lead  only  to  confusion  in 
the  country;  because  the  farmers  would 
not  know  where  they  stood.  They  come 
in  here  now  with  an  amendment  to  strike 
out  the  money.  I  want  to  say  to  my 
friends  on  the  Democratic  side  of  the 
aisle  that  they  may  think  they  are  con¬ 


fusing  a  great  many  farmers,  but  believe 
me,  the  farmers  are  not  quite  that  dumb. 
You  cannot  play  fast  and  loose  with  them 
all  the  time  and  get  by  with  it.  I  will 
say  to  you  on  the  Democratic  side  that 
you  had  better  be  for  something  and  stick 
with  it  until  it  has  a  chance  to  prove 
itself. 

Mr.  VURSELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Halleck] 
might  have  gone  further  and  said  that 
Mr.  Cooley’s  assistant  chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  ,  came 
on  the  floor  today,  has  just  said  he  wants 
to  knock  out  the  $500  million  and  kill  the 
soil-bank  bill.  I  am  just  wondering, 
after  they  delayed  this  bill  so  that,  we 
could  not  have  it  become  effective  in  1956, 
and  then  after  we  finally  drove  them  into 
a  corner  where  they  thought  it  was  popu¬ 
lar  enough,  and  they  supported  it  and 
finally  took  credit  for  it  and  now  when 
they  come  back  and  try  to  kill  it  and 
having  killed  the  corn  bill  this  year — I 
wonder  just  how  much  they  think  the 
farmers  of  this  country  will  appreciate 
what  they  are  doing  and  how  they  will 
actually  feel  about  it.  It  would  seem  they 
have  done  enough  in  the  past  against  the 
interest  of  the  farmers. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  when  they 
have  stymied  the  soil  bank  bill,  when 
they  have  proven  themselves  selfish  to 
the  core  in  fighting  it  from  the  very  be¬ 
ginning,  they  might  ask  themselves  how 
much  damage  they  want  to  do  agricul¬ 
ture  nationwide  in  this  session  of  the 
Congress,  by  the  selfish  manner  in  which 
they  have  approached  this  bill. 

The  great  Farm  Bureau  Federation  of 
1,600,000  members  is  for  this  bill.  They 
are  for  the  soil-bank  bill.  They  are 
against  destroying  it  and  taking  the  $500 
million  out  of  this  appropriation  bill. 
The  Illinois  Agriculture  Association  takes 
the  same  position.  Nearly  all  of  the 
Members  who  really  understand  the 
agricultural  situation,  except  the  gentle¬ 
men  who  are  trying  to  pervert  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  agriculture  and  who  are  in 
leadership  on  the  Democratic  side,  know 
that  the  soil  bank  has  not  had  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  prove  itself.  They  know  that 
if  this  amendment  is  successful  it  will 
confuse  and  discourage  the  farmers;  it 
will  drive  farm  prices  down  immediately 
and  strike  a  blow  to  the  agriculture  of 
this  Nation  that  we  have  been  trying  for 
a  year  and  a  half  to  recuperate  to  the 
point  where  we  are  now. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  must 
be  defeated  in  the  interest  of  agriculture, 
and  the  farmers  of  America. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  shall  be  very  brief  be¬ 
cause  I  think  the  issue  is  very  easily 
understood  by  all  of  you  here.  I  do  want 
to  remind  you,  though,  that  about  a  year 
ago  the  surplus  commodities  in  the 
stocks  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  almost  reached  $9  billion  and 
the  storage  costs  ran  higher  than  a  mil¬ 
lion  a  day.  Whether  we  are  for  or 
against  the  existing  farm  legislation,  we 
have  nothing  on  our  books,  no  programs 
for  us  on  this  subcommittee  to  work  with, 
that  would  make  some  headway  in  re¬ 
ducing  that  tremendous  amount  of  sur- 
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plus  commodities  in  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation’s  stocks. 

Then  last  year  the  House  and  the  other 
body  passed  and  the  President  signed 
the  soil  bank  bill.  It  is  the  only  thing 
we  have  in  our  present  program  that 
might  make  some  headway  against  the 
creation  of  surpluses.  That  is  all  we 
have  before  our  committee.  In  the 
name  of  the  farmers’  welfare,  I  think  it 
is  decidely  unfair  to  attempt  at  this  time 
to  knock  out  even  the  amount  that  our 
subcommittee  allowed  in  this  bill.  I  hope 
this  amendment  is  rejected. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  say  at  the  outset 
that  while  I  generally  do  not  approve  of 
this  way  of  legislating,  at  the  same  time 
we  must  admit  that  it  is  possibly  the 
most  effective  way  of  bringing  about 
some  economy,  that  we  feel  we  need, 
especially  in  view  of  the  fact  that  not 
only  has  the  Secretary  admitted  that  the 
soil  bank  program,  particularly  the  acre¬ 
age  reserve  program,  has  not  been  work¬ 
ing,  but  we  know  that  it  has  not  reduced 
production,  we  know  that  it  has  not  done 
the  thing  we  had  hoped  it  would  do. 

The  main  thing  to  which  I  should  like 
to  call  your  attention  is  this — and  I  ad¬ 
dress  particularly  those  who  are  for  the 
general  agricultural  economy:  I  think 
we  who  are  friends  of  the  farmer  know 
that  we  are  in  the  position  of  being 
criticized  on  the  ground  that  the  farmer 
of  America  has  received  such  a  large  sum 
in  appropriations.  Here  we  have  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  save  a  half  billion  dollars, 
to  reduce  the  amount  that  is  being  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  appropriated  for  agriculture, 
which  will  not  accomplish  the  purpose 
for  which  it  is  being  appropriated.  On 
the  other  hand,  after  we  have  heard  the 
Secretary  and  after  we  have  had  some 
assurance  that  we  are  accomplishing 
something,  then  we  still  can  appropri¬ 
ate  money  for  it.  But  I  hate  to  see 
money  appropriated  and  charged  to  agri¬ 
culture  which  is  not  contributing  to  the 
welfare  of  the  farmer.  Many  other  pro¬ 
grams  are  also  being  charged  to  agricul¬ 
ture  from  which  the  farmer  does  not  get 
any  value  at  all.  He  gets  no  benefit  from 
them.  The  contribution  is  made  for 
other  purposes.  I  would  say  that  even 
the  school-lunch  program,  the  foreign- 
aid  program,  the  surplus-disposal  pro¬ 
gram,  a  lot  of  those  programs,  are  going 
for  the  benefit  of  other  people,  yet  they 
are  charged  to  agriculture,  and  people 
are  saying,  “Well,  we  are  giving  the 
farmer  all  of  this  money.”  Here  is  a 
chance,  I  think,  to  save  a  half  billion 
dollars  and  to  take  it  off  the  agricultural 
bill,  because  we  who  live  in  areas  where 
the  program  has  been  operating  know 
that  in  the  main  it  has  not  gone  for  the 
purpose  of  reducing  production.  Yet 
that  was  the  only  reason  that  we  could 
have  for  wanting  to  start  the  program. 
Since  it  has  not  worked,  this  is  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  really  save  some  money  and  to 
take  it  away  from  the  agricultural  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  WINSTEAD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WINSTEAD.  I  notice  there  has 
been  quite  a  bit  of  discussion  as  to  who 


took  the  credit  for  this  bill  last  year.  I 
thought  it  was  pretty  well  agreed  that 
Mr.  Henry  Wallace  was  the  first  man 
who  ever  proposed  this  type  of  plan,  and 
that  after  President  Eisenhower  vetoed 
the  agricultural  bill  which  the  Congress 
passed  last  year  in  the  closing  days  of 
the  session,  in  view  of  the  plight  in  which 
we  found  the  farmers,  we  almost  had  to 
take  or  leave  this  program,  and  we  took 
this  soil-bank  program  as  a  last  resort 
last  year. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  think  that 
is  true.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last 
three  words. 

M?.  Chairman,  if  you  want  to  kill  the 
soil  bank  plan,  then  vote  for  this  amend¬ 
ment.  I  think  you  should  know  some¬ 
thing  about  the  origin  of  this  bill ;  how  it 
was  drafted ;  how  it  was  enacted  into  law. 
I  sat  on  the  conference  committee  with 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina,  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  and  one  of  his 
colleagues.  They  had  a  majority  of  the 
conferees.  They  not  only  wrote  the  soil 
bank  bill  according  to  their  own  pattern 
into  H.  R.  12,  which  was  eventually  vetoed 
by  the  President,  but  they  also  wrote  it 
according  to  their  own  pattern  into  the 
bill  which  was  passed  and  which  eventu¬ 
ally  became  law.  So  that  they  had  the 
majority  on  the  conference  committee 
and  they  dictated  the  provisions  of  the 
soil  bank  bill,  which  was  enacted  into 
law.  Now  before  the  law  has  had  a  fair 
chance  to  operate,  they  want  to  destroy 
it.  They  refer  to  the  fact  that  the  soil 
bank  has  not  been  a  success.  Well,  it 
did  not  go  into  operation  until  last  June 
in  1956,  after  all  the  crops  were  planted 
in  this  country.  Undoubtedly,  some 
mistakes  were  made  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  law.  But  who  made  the  mis¬ 
takes?  The  mistakes,  if  there  were  any, 
Were  made  by  the  county  committees. 
Most  of  the  mistakes  furthermore  were 
made  in  the  southern  part  of  the  coun¬ 
try  where  they  had  the  drought  situation 
and  where  a  good  many  farmers  through 
the  southern  States  received  payments 
in  the  drought  area  which  probably  the 
county  committees  passed  on,  and  which 
they  should  not  have  otherwise  received. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  The 
gentleman  spoke  about  these  payments. 
It  is  my  recollection  last  summer,  and  I 
want  to  be  fair  with  Secretary  Benson 
because  I  have  been  critical  of  him,  last 
summer  Secretary  Benson  had  so  much 
pressure  put  upon  him  by  gentlemen, 
mainly  from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle, 
to  make  this  particular  program  largely 
a  drought  relief  measure  that  it  comes 
with  poor  grace,  in  my  opinion,  for  them 
now  to  criticise  that  very  same  defect 
which  they  helped  to  bring  about. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I 
thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  And  that 
was  against  Mr.  Benson’s  opposition. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I 
thank  the  gentleman.  I  am  not  here  to 
criticize  Secretary  Benson.  I  do  not  al¬ 
ways  agree  with  him,  but  certainly  I 
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want  to  stand  on  principle  and  issues 
rather  than  to  attack  an  individual. 

I  think  it  comes  with  poor  grace  for 
the  chairman  of  my  committee  and  the 
vice  chairman  of  the  committee  to  at¬ 
tack  this  bill.  I  am  not  certain  that  the 
soil  bank  plan  is  ever  going  to  work  out. 
The  acreage  reserve  program  is  only 
adopted  for  3  years  and  then  it  termi¬ 
nates,  but  I  want  it  at  least  to  have  1 
full  year’s  trial  for  a  full  crop  year  that 
is,  which  we  are  going  to  have  this  year, 
to  see  whether  or  not  it  does  work.  The 
theory  of  it  was  that  it  Would  take  till¬ 
able  land  out  of  cultivation  and  reduce 
our  surplus.  We  will  not  know  until  the 
1957  crop  is  harvested  and  then  we  will 
find  out  whether  or  not  it  is  a  success. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HORAN.  The  gentleman  feels 
that  it  should  be  given  an  honest  and 
fair  chance? 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  cer¬ 
tainly  do.  Yet,  I  am  skeptical  about  the 
success  of  it.  But  certainly  as  long  as 
we  have  the  law  on  the  statute  books, 
and  since  your  committee  has  made  ade¬ 
quate  appropriations  to  cai-ry  it  on  in 
1958, 1  want  to  see  it  have  a  full  and  fair 
trial.  It  may  succeed.  If  it  does,  then 
the  country  will  be  the  winner  with  a 
program  which  for  the  first  time  will 
give  new  life  to  agriculture  and  will  help 
to  solve  the  agricultural  surplus  problem. 

Let  me  urge  you  here  and  now  to  vote 
down  this  amendment;  give  this  soil  bank 
a  fair  trial  so  that  we  can  see  whether 
or  not  it  will  work.  I  hope  it  will  work. 
I  want  to  see  it  succeed.  While  it  does 
not  help  my  district  a  great  deal,  the  in¬ 
direct  benefits  may  be  helpful  in  reduc¬ 
ing  the  surpluses  of  basic  commodities  in 
this  country  which  the  soil  bank  deals 
with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  August 
H.  Andresen]  has  expired. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  support  of  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  an  expert  on 
farm  legislation.  I  do  not  criticize  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  I  do  not  criti¬ 
cize  the  members  of  the  committee  about 
what  they  have  been  doing,  I  am  not 
criticizing  anybody  when  I  get  up  here 
in  behalf  of  a  subject  that  is  foremost 
in  the  minds  of  the  American  people, 
as  we  all  know,  the  subject  of  economy. 
We  all  know  that  if  we  are  going  to  get 
around  to  the  point  where  we  can  re¬ 
duce  expenditures,  where  we  can  reduce 
our  taxes  correspondingly,  we  must  stop 
some  of  these  programs,  and  particu¬ 
larly  the  new  ones.  The  report  of  this 
committee  was  that  with  the  brief  ex¬ 
perimental  experience  they  have  had 
this  program  has  been  bad.  Money  has 
been  wasted.  The  purpose  of  this 
amendment  is  to  stop  that  waste.  It  will 
give  this  program,  under  this  amend¬ 
ment,  a  full  year  of  operation.  Then  you 
can  see  whether  you  think  it  is  wise  or 
whether  it  is  unwise. 

I  have  been  surprised  to  see  some 
Members,  who  have  talked  so  strongly 
for  reducing  expenditures,  get  up  here 
and  defend  this  program.  I  know. they 
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are  actuated  largely  by  what  they  con¬ 
sider  the  desires  of  their  constituents. 
I  am  not  sure  they  are  right  about  it. 
But  it  does  remind  me  of  an  incident 
that  occurred  2  or  3  nights  ago  when 
I  was  visiting  down  home  in  my  district 
and  went  to  a  little  social  function. 
Everybody  there  was  asking  me  about 
how  much  you  are  going  to  reduce  this 
budget.  “Are  you  not  going  to  cut  this 
budget?”  One  gentleman  who  was  very 
vociferous  about  it  said  to  me,  “You 
must  cut  this  budget,  but,”  he  said, 
“there  is  one  good  thing  in  that  budget 
and  that  is  that  soil  bank.”  He  said, 
“You  know  I  had  a  little  patch  located 
that  I  could  put  wheat  in  and  I  put  it 
in  the  soil  bank  and  the  Government 
paid  me  more  money  for  it  than  if  I 
had  planted  the  wheat  and  done  the 
work  and  sold  the  wheat.” 

Is  that  not  about  what  is  the  matter 
with  the  folks  who  feel  that  their  own 
constituents  are  going  to  have  their  ox 
gored  some  by  this  little  piece  of  econ¬ 
omy? 

This  Congress  has  stood  up  pretty  well 
on  the  matter  of  cutting  the  budget. 
Let  us  not  get  away  from  the  primary 
thing  that  this  Congress  must  do  in  this 
session,  and  that  is  to  reduce  expendi¬ 
tures  and  get  the  fiscal  affairs  of  this 
Nation  back  on  a  sound  basis. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  has  expired. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  I  may  proceed  for  half  a 
minute,  let  me  state  that  if  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  agreed  to  I  shall  most  certainly 
demand  a  roll  call  when  we  get  back  into 
the  House,  for  this  is  an  action  which  if 
sustained  would  take  out  of  the  pockets 
of  the  farmers  of  the  Nation  $500  million. 
That  money  goes  directly  to  the  farmers 
of  the  Nation.  If  the  Members  want  to 
take  this  $500  million  out  of  the  de¬ 
pressed  agriculture  today  by  voting  for 
this  amendment  I  say  that  is  their  privi¬ 
lege,  but  I  am  going  to  insist  on  a  rollcall 
when  the  measure  comes  back  to  the 
House  for  final  decision. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  favor  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  we  held  hearings 
on  the  appropriation  bill  this  year  I  had 
some  reservations  in  my  own  mind  con¬ 
cerning  this  item  in  the  bill.  We  had 
investigators  who  made  inquiries  into 
this  program  and  we  found  some  rather 
surprising  and  amazing  things.  To  my 
knowledge  no  person  has  appeared  be¬ 
fore  our  committee  or  spoken  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  and  has  said  that  the 
program  was  well  administered  last  year. 
But  forgetting  about  last  year’s  admin¬ 
istration,  let  us  think  about  this  year. 
I  regret  to  say  that  if  there  is  any  effec¬ 
tive  administration  in  the  program  as  of 
this  year  I  have  not  observed  it. 

I  spent  some  time  back  with  my  farm¬ 
ers  in  my  district;  I  have  heard  from 
some  of  my  farmers  about  this  particular 
matter.  Do  you  know  that  in  the  corn 
area  farmers  operate  two  different  tracts 
of  land?  They  put  one  in  and  stay  with¬ 
in  the  agricultural  allotment,  then  they 
put  the  second  in  with  all  the  corn  they 
can  possibly  plant.  And  then  you  talk 
about  this  thing  being  a  control  of  pro¬ 
duction. 


Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Not  until  I  have 
completed  my  statement. 

In  my  book  there  is  only  one  reason 
for  the  agricultural  reserve  fund,  the  soil 
bank,  and  that  is  for  the  purpose  of  con¬ 
trolling  production.  That  is  something 
that  we  definitely  are  not  doing.  The 
committee  has  not  touched  this  year’s 
contracts.  These  contracts  on  acreage 
reserve  are  on  a  year-to-year  basis.  The 
Department  has  not  made  any  commit¬ 
ments  for  1958.  The  3  years  that  some 
Members  have  talked  about  relate  to 
the  date  of  expiration  of  the  law. 

When  we  considered  this  bill  and  when 
we  marked  it  up  we  had  some  hesitancy 
as  to  whether  we  as  members  of  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  ought  to  get  in¬ 
to  the  legislative  angle  of  this  particular 
piece  of  legislation;  and  certainly  the 
discussion  on  the  floor  of  the  House  has 
indicated  to  me  that  the  legislative  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  are  very  much 
torn  apart  and  very  much  in  doubt  about 
this  piece  of  legislation.  You  heard  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture’s  letter  read 
yesterday  by  my  very  good  friend  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado.  You  will  find 
it  at  page  6134  of  yesterday’s  Record.  I 
want  to  read  a  portion  of  it  to  you: 

It  might  be  possible  to  work  out  regula¬ 
tions  which  would  be  stiff  enough  to  really 
control  production.  But  the  evidence  of 
25  years  is  that  farmers  do  not  want  such 
controls  and  the  Congress  will  not  enact 
them. 

Controls  have  been  watered  down  by  law 
to  such  a  point  that  they  do  not  really  con¬ 
trol  production.  Even  a  cursory  examina¬ 
tion  of  the  legal  minimum  acreage  provi¬ 
sions  for  most  of  the  basic  crops  reveals  that 
these  allotments  will  not  overcome  the  effects 
of  increasing  production  efficiency. 

Mr.  Chairman,  here  is  the  man  who 
will  administer  this  program,  this  pro¬ 
gram  that  is  going  to  cost  the  taxpayers 
of  this  country  $500  million,  and  this 
man  who  is  going  to  administer  the  pro¬ 
gram  said  in  his  message  to  the  House 
read  by  my  good  friend  yesterday  that 
this  program  will  not  work.  Do  you  say 
that  we  as  Members  of  the  House  ought 
to  appropriate  money  on  such  a  basis 
as  that?  If  you  want  that  kind  of  loose 
administration  of  a  man  who  has  said 
this  acreage  reserve  will  not  work,  then, 
of  course,  you  should  not  support  the 
pending  amendment.  If  you  want  to 
spend  the  taxpayers’  money  in  that  lax 
manner  for  a  program  that  is  discred¬ 
ited  by  the  farmers  in  my  area,  go  ahead 
and  vote  against  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Harrison]. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  My  friend  from  Min¬ 
nesota  always  tries  to  be  fair,  but  I  think 
in  the  condemnation  of  the  administra¬ 
tion  and  this  program  for  last  year,  he 
is  just  bordering  on  being  fair.  In  other 
words,  this  legislation  was  passed  by  the 
Congress  late  in  the  last  year  and  I  do 
not  think  he,  I,  or  any  other  human 
being  could  have  effectively  administered 
the  program  in  the  short  space  of  time 


we  had  to  do  it,  with  the  farmers  with 
most  of  their  crops  already  in  the 
ground.  The  action  of  the  Congress  was 
late  and  that  made  it  almost  humanly 
impossible  to  do  as  good  an  administra¬ 
tive  job  as  we  all  might  have  liked. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  am  glad  the  gen¬ 
tleman  makes  that  statement.  Who 
vetoed  the  legislation  last  year?  This 
bill  passed  last  year.  Admittedly  it 
passed  late.  The  Department,  however, 
did  not  put  it  into  operation  until  Au¬ 
gust.  I  am  not  condemning  all  of  the 
things  last  year  but  what  I  am  condemn¬ 
ing  is  this:  Prom  what  we  have  found 
and  from  what  my  knowledge  is,  those 
things  that  were  wrong  last  year  have 
not  been  corrected  to  the  extent  they 
could  work  this  year.  The  statement  of 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  which  he 
sent  up  yesterday  admits  it  and  says  it 
to  the  Members  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives.  The  amendment  ought  to  be 
adopted. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  has  been  said  here 
today  that  somebody  has  confused  some¬ 
body  else.  I  do  not  know.  I  think  a 
Republican  said  that  the  Democrats  had 
confused’them  before  and  they  were  try¬ 
ing  to  confuse  the  Democrats  now.  That 
is  what  it  looks  like. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  confine  my¬ 
self  to  a  few  brief  remarks  about  some 
practical  facts  that  you  can  tajse  home 
and  think  about  as  we  vote  on  this 
measure. 

In  my  State  this  is  a  windfall  for  the 
drugstore  farmers  and  the  bankers,  the 
big  people.  I  have  heard  it  said  here 
today  that  this  is  a  program  for  the  little 
man.  If  that  is  the  truth,  then  we  do  not 
have  any  little  men  in  my  State — they 
are  all  big-business  farmers. 

Now,  let  me  tell  you  what  they  do. 
They  put  the  land  in  the  soil  bank, 
they  draw  money,  they  go  out  and  plant 
it  in  pine  trees.  They  borrow  the  money 
from  the  bank  to  buy  the  land,  the  soil 
bank  pays  for  it,  and  they  get  the  land 
and  the  trees  all  for  nothing.  That 
is  the  way  the  program  is  working  and 
there  is  no  use  kidding  yourselves. 

They  say  this  is  a  fair  program.  How 
fair  is  it?  Let  me  tell  you  how  we  got 
the  program.  The  President  vetoed  a 
program  last  year  that  would  have 
worked  but  we  came  back  in  here  con¬ 
fused  and  voted  for  this  program — a 
program  that  will  not  work.  If  it  does 
work  it  will  not  work  fairly  and  squarely 
for  the  people. 

Let  me  refer  to  the  State  of  my  good 
friend  from  Kansas.  The  State  of  Kan¬ 
sas  gets  as  much  money  out  of  this 
program  as  25  other  States.  They  say 
the  money  is  distributed  so  that  we 
can  have  a  prosperous  economy  and  all 
of  those  things.  But  what  I  have  said 
is  the  truth.  If  I  read  the  Record  right, 
and  I  have  it  here  in  my  hand — if  I 
am  not  right  you  can  correct  me — the 
State  of  Kansas  gets  an  average  of  $750 
a  farm  while  the  State  of  Louisiana,  the 
Eighth  District  of  which  I  have  the 
pleasure  of  representing,  gets  $100  per 
farm.  How  is  that  for  a  fair  program? 

Let  us  not  be  confused  about  this  soil- 
bank  program.  It  is  a  misnomer.  It 


6180 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


never  will  help  the  little  farmer  and 
I  do  not  think  that  those  who  have  ad¬ 
vocated  this  very  strongly  think  so  them¬ 
selves.  So,  let  us  not  be  concerned  about 
this  thing.  We  are  talking  about  econ¬ 
omy,  but  we  come  right  in  here  where 
we  have  a  chance  to  practice  just  a  little 
economy,  and  not  hurt  anybody  at  all, 
and  yet  we  back  up  on  it.  It  comes  to 
where  the  men  on  this  side,  or  any  of 
us  who  are  supporting  this  amendment 
are  immediately  branded  as  monstrosi¬ 
ties.  We  have  turned  out  to  be  bad  men, 
and  you  can  hardly  afford  to  sit  as  close 
to  us  as  you  are.  Do  not  let  us  be  foolish 
about  this  soil-bank  program.  It  does 
not  help  anybody.  It  does  not  help  the 
farmer.  It  is  going  to  take  money  out 
of  the  taxpayer’s  pocket  and  help  to  pay 
for  some  land  for  some  pseudo  farmer. 
That  is  all  there  is  to  it,  and  that  is  as 
simple  as  I  can  make  it. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Might  I 
ask  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  if  we 
could  not  agree  to  limit  debate  by  unani¬ 
mous  consent? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  be  limited  to  30  minutes,  the  last 
5  minutes  to  be  reserved  to  tne  commit¬ 
tee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
were  two  parts  to  the  so-called  soil-bank 
proposition,  one  of  which  was  what  they 
call  the  acreage  reserve  in  the  soil  bank, 
and  that  item  is  covered  and  included  in 
the  $535  million  in  a  previous  paragraph 
in  the  bill.  That  was  the  type  of  soil 
bank  that  was  proposed  by  the  original 
authors  of  the  bill.  That  will  still  be  in 
effect  in  1958  if  this  amendment  is 
adopted. 

The  other  item,  authorizing  the  soil 
bank,  as  I  understand,  was  introduced 
into  the  bill  by  the  majority  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture. 

Now,  what  does  this  proposition  do? 
In  1956  they  had  547,000  agreements  cov¬ 
ering  12  million  acres  and  costing  $260 
million,  or  $20  an  acre. 

In  1957  there  were  16,496  contracts 
1,441,622  acres,  signed  providing  for  pay¬ 
ment  of  $13.2  million,  or  about  $9  an 
acre. 

As  of  March  29,  1957,  for  the  1957  acre¬ 
age  reserve  program,  there  were  917,171 
agreements  covering  21,316,000  plus 
acres  at  $30  an  acre.  The  price  is  going 
up.  It  would  seem  to  me  that  when  we 
get  a  program  that  has  such  an  enormous 
amount  of  money  per  acre  involved  in 
the  gratuity  that  is  paid  to  the  farmer, 
we  ought  to  get  down  to  earth  a  little  bit 
in  our  approach  to  it.  Frankly,  from  my 
own  standpoint,  I  shall  feel  obliged  to 
support  the  amendment,  because  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  the  only  way  by  which  we  can 
eliminate  the  enormous  waste  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  this. 


We  have  this  situation.  If  this  item 
should  be  left  out  of  the  bill,  if  the 
amendment  is  carried,  and  there  is  any 
reason  why  it  should  be  continued,  if  it 
can  justify  itself  or  be  justified,  we  would 
have  plenty  of  time  to  pass  other  legis¬ 
lation.  For  my  own  part  I  do  not  believe 
that  that  can  be  done,  but  I  believe  that 
I  shall  be  obliged — I  cannot  do  it  any 
other  way  and  meet  my  own  conscien¬ 
tious  desire  to  do  a  decent  job — to  vote 
for  the  amendment. 

I  do  not  say  this  in  criticism  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  because  I  be¬ 
lieve  he  has  done  as  good  a  job  as  any¬ 
body  possibly  could  do  with  such  an  in¬ 
volved  and  complex  program  and  one 
which  is  so  open  to  misconstruction. 

With  that  statement,  I  am  going  to 
close. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Avery]  . 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
amazed  at  the  lack  of  understanding  of 
some  Members  of  this  House  of  the  op¬ 
eration  of  the  soil-bank  program.  You 
would  get  the  inference  here  this  after¬ 
noon  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
drives  clear  around  the  United  States 
and  evaluates  every  single  acre  of  ground 
that  is  placed  into  the  conservation 
reserve. 

The  gentleman  from  Virginia  awhile 
ago  gave  an  illustration  of  a  friend  who 
put  a  few  acres  into  the  soil  bank  in  1 
year  and  got  more  than  the  land  was 
worth,  or  if  he  had  farmed  it,  more  than 
the  total  amount  he  would  have  got  from 
farming  it.  The  gentleman  from  Loui¬ 
siana  [Mr.  Long!  made  a  similar  remark. 
Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  this.  The  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  soil-bank  program 
is  on  the  local  level.  The  township  com¬ 
mittee  is  elected  by  the  farmers  in  that 
township.  The  chairmen  of  the  town¬ 
ship  committees  elect  the  county  com¬ 
mittees.  They  work  through  their  State 
ASC  committees.  If  there  has  been  a 
misappropriation  of  funds,  if  it  has  been 
badly  administered  on  the  local  level, 
then  you  have  an  indictment  against 
your  own  local  committees,  not  against 
the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

There  were  a  few  general  provisions 
in  the  soil  bank  bill  when  it  was  passed. 
The  Secretary,  in  turn,  as  he  was  di¬ 
rected,  wrote  further  implementing  pro¬ 
visions.  From  there  it  goes  down  to  your 
own  State  and  local  levels.  So  if  it  has 
not  been  administered  the  way  you  think 
it  should,  go  back  and  tell  your  own 
township  and  county  committees  that 
they  have  been  derelict  in  their  duty. 
Do  not  come  up  here  and  try  to  place  the 
blame  on  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

There  was  some  inference  made  as  to 
the  amount  of  money  that  has  gone  to 
Kansas.  Had  it  not  been  for  that  I  do 
not  think  I  would  have  taken  the  floor; 
but  I  am  very  glad  that  that  inference 
was  made  because  I  have  a  little  story 
that  I  have  been  waiting  for  an  excuse 
to  tell.  That  is  how  the  Southern 
States — and  Louisiana  is  one  of  the 
greatest  offenders — have  been  stealing 
wheat-allotted  acres  from  Kansas. 

As  you  know,  the  Agricultural  Act  as 
amended  in  1949  provided  that  any  State 
raising  less  than  25,000  acres  of  wheat 
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would  be  a  noncommercial  wheat  State. 
That  would  mean  that  they  would  have 
no  acreage  allotment  and  there  would 
be  no  marketing  penalty  for  any  wheat 
that  they  raised.  So  what  has  hap¬ 
pened?  They  have  had  to  take  their 
land  out  of  cotton  and  out  of  tobacco 
and  they  have  put  it  into  wheat  with¬ 
out  limitation.  They  have  sold  it  on 
the  open  market  at  nearly  the  support 
price,  or  just  a  few  cents  under.  Then 
when  they  get  up  to  the  25,000-acre 
limit  they  have  established  a  history 
that  must  be  taken  away  from  the  wheat 
States  and  given  to  that  State. 

Louisiana  had  only  2,000  acres  in 
wheat  in  1952  and  in  1956  it  had  60,000 
acres  in  wheat.  Alabama  is  the  worst 
offender.  It  had  only  15,000  acres  of 
wheat  in  1952  and  had  100,000  acres  of 
wheat  in  1956.  They  will  be  commercial 
wheat  States.  They  will  have  market 
penalties,  they  will  have  acreage  allot¬ 
ments,  but  those  allotments  will  have  to 
be  subtracted  from  the  55  million  acres 
of  the  national  allotment  and  a  sub¬ 
stantial  portion  of  that  will  come  from 
Kansas.  So  let  us  not  keep  bringing 
Kansas  up  here  as  a  preferred  customer 
in  the  soil-bank  program.  We  have  op¬ 
erated  under  the  provisions  of  the  law 
and  to  my  knowledge  the  value  of  the 
production  on  the  acres  we  have  placed  ' 
into  the  soil  bank  has  been  honestly 
appraised  by  our  local  committees. 
From  things  that  have  been  said  here 
this  afternoon,  apparently  that  has  not 
been  the  case  in  a  good  many  other 
States. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  South  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Dorn], 

Mr.  DORN  of  South  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  am  for  this  amendment  to 
limit  the  soil-bank  program  because  it 
has  turned  out  be  a  hoax  and  fraud 
as  far  as  helping  the  family-sized 
farmer  is  concerned.  Under  the  soil 
bank  as  presently  administered  the  drug¬ 
store  farmers  and  city  speculators  are 
buying  up  farmland,  setting  out  pine 
trees  on  it  and  will  pay  for  this  land  in 
a  few  years  with  the  soil-bank  money 
from  the  taxpayers.  When  the  pine 
trees  grow  a  few  years  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment  completely  pays  for  the  land,  then 
this  land  will  be  worth  2  or  3  times  more 
than  it  is  worth  today.  This  is  not  help¬ 
ing  the  little  farmer  as  he  can’t  borrow 
the-  money  to  buy  this  land.  I  know 
of  cases  where  big  manufacturing  cor¬ 
porations  who  happen  to  have  farmland 
on  the  side  are  putting  land  in  the  soil 
bank  and  getting  the  biggest  cut  out 
of  the  pie.  This  is  not  alleviating  the 
distressed  small  farmer  with  no  other 
source  of  income.  I  thought  the  purpose 
of  the  soil  bank  was  to  bolster  the  de¬ 
pression  income  of  the  average  farmer, 
help  him  remain  on  the  land  and  enable 
him  to  earn  for  his  family  a  decent 
living.  Only  bona  fide  farmers  should 
benefit  from  this  program — not  the  city 
slickers  and  Wall  Street  money¬ 
changers. 

In  one  South  Carolina  county  58  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cotton  acreage  was  this  year 
placed  in  the  soil  bank.  This  can  wreck 
much  of  the  economy  of  that  area. 
What  is  going  to  happen  to  the  cotton 
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ginner  who  has  invested  thousands  of 
dollars  in  machinery?  What  is  going 
to  happen  to  the  country  and  small¬ 
town  retail  stores?  What  will  happen 
to  the  little  fertilizer,  insecticide,  and 
farm-implement  dealers?'  What  will 
happen  to  the  local  bankers  and  small 
business?  What  will  happen  to  the 
rural  churches,  post  offices,  and  cross¬ 
road  schools?  This  kind  of  program  will 
help  turn  farming  over  to  the  vast  cor¬ 
porate  farming  interest  similar  to  the 
Russian  collective  farm  wjth  people  only 
peasants  and  pawns  to  be  controlled  and 
dominated  by  the  unseen  hand  of  a  dis¬ 
tant  financial  empire.  This  soil  bank  is 
helping  us  to  lose  what  little  foreign 
markets  we  have  left  for  our  farm  prod¬ 
ucts.  By  growing  less,  other  nations 
will  grow  more  and  more.  We  cannot 
save  the  farmer  by  paying  him  a  cheap 
price  to  stay  out  of  the  business.  Our 
little  family-sized  farmer  doing  his  own 
work  needs  more  acres,  not  less.  He 
needs  more  foreign  markets,  not  Gov¬ 
ernment-encouraged  foreign  competi¬ 
tion.  As  a  farmer  I  can  tell  you,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  this  soil  bank  will  not 
save  the  family-sized  farmer — a  great 
and  indispensable  American  institution. 
We  need  a  realistic  farm  program  based 
on  saving  the  family-sized  American 
farmer.  .1  hope  this  Congress  will  inves¬ 
tigate  the  entire  farm  program  and  ad¬ 
vance  constructive,  long-range  farm 
legislation. 

(Mr.  DORN  of  South  Carolina  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Neal], 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  had  I  been 
a  Member  of  this  body  when  the  soil- 
bank  bill  was  enacted,  I  would  have  voted 
against  it. 

As  I  view  this  measure,  it  was  conceived 
as  an  appeasement  to  the  beneficiaries 
of  the  price-support  program  that  fa¬ 
vored  the  commercial  producers  of  basic 
farm  crops. 

The  farmers  of  my  State  have  been 
entirely  eliminated  from  receiving  farm 
support,  since  areas  of  farmland  were 
too  small  to  interest  them  in  acreage 
allotments. 

Under  provisions  of  the  soil-bank  legis¬ 
lation,  they  are  automatically  disquali¬ 
fied  for  acreage  soil-bank  benefits.  They 
are,  however,  privileged  to  participate  in 
the  conservation  reserve  provisions  of 
the  bill,  and  you  may  believe  me  when  I 
say  they  have  an  abundance  of  qualify¬ 
ing  acerage. 

Since  the  passage  of  this  act  was  too 
,  late  to  permit  its  operation  on  a  full-scale 
basis,  I  am  inclined  to  favor  the  pro¬ 
posed  $500-million  appropriation  in  the 
hope  that  it  will  succeed  in  reducing  farm 
surpluses  and,  incidentally,  give  my 
State’s  farmers  this  one  belated  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  share  in  a  small  way  in  a 
war-born  high-price-support  program 
our  people  have  been  forced  to  con¬ 
tribute  to  without  any  chance  to  benefit 
therefrom. 

(Mr.  NEAL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Gathings!  . 

(Mr.  GATHINGS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
m&rks  ) 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
was  a  member  of  the  first  conference 
that  wrote  the  bill  H.  R.  12  and  put  it 
on  the  President’s  desk.  We  worked  for 
many  days  on  this  soil-bank-acreage  re¬ 
serve  and  also  the  conservation  reserve. 

Just  a  few  days  ago  I  introduced  a  bill 
to  repeal  the  acreage-reserve  provision 
of  the  soil  bank.  I  did  that  because  I 
was  of  the  opinion  that  the  effect  of  the 
soil  bank  had  been  to  liquidate  our 
farmers.  They  are  moving  away  from 
the  farm  in  great  droves.  There  is  a 
reason  for  that.  This  acreage-reserve 
program  works  this  way.  It  works  only 
on  the  basic  crops,  which  are  corn, 
wheat,  rice,  cotton,  tobacco,  and  pea¬ 
nuts.  You  go  into  the  bank  by  taking 
out  of  production  a  part  of  your  acreage 
allotment.  You  are  paid  about  §0  per¬ 
cent  of  the  support  price  based  on  your 
average  yield  over  a  period  of  time  on 
that  particular  land.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  you  are  reducing  the  income  of  the 
farmer  on  the  acreage  that  does  go  into 
the  bank  by  at  least  50  percent. 

What  effect  would  that  have  on  the 
community?  Let  us  look  at  that  com-, 
munity  just  for  a  moment.  Every  store 
oh  Main  Street  feels  the  effect  of  that 
50-percent  decline  in  income  that  is  suf¬ 
fered  by  those  farmers  whose  acreage 
has  been  reduced.  The  purpose  of  the 
act  is  to  cut  down  on  production,  but  it 
has  not  done  that. 

I  commend  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  and  his  committee  on  going  into 
this  matter  fully  and  completely  and 
bringing  in  the  report  they  have.  It 
took  considerable  time  and  effort  to  ob¬ 
tain  the  information  that  went  into  that 
report  with  respect  to  the  way  this  soil- 
bank  program  is  working,  the  acreage 
reserve  particularly. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  It  is  a  pleasure  to 
yield. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  That  is  the  experience 
I  have  had  in  my  part  of  the  world.  It 
tends  to  liquidate  the  farming  commu¬ 
nities  and  every  business  in  that  farm¬ 
ing  community  is  going  out  of  business 
or  drying  up. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  It  is  drying  up 
these  communities  throughout  the  agri¬ 
cultural  region.  I  agree  with  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  I  congratulate  the  gen¬ 
tleman  on  the  research  that  he  has  done. 
That  has  been  the  experience  that  I 
have  found  in  my  country. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  want  to  say  also 
that  America  was  not  built  on  any  such 
basis  as  sitting  down  on  the  porch  and 
waiting  for  your  check  to  come  and  be 
handed  to  you.  America  was  built  on 
w-o-r-k  which  spells  “success.” 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  just  want  to  make  a 
short  statement  with  reference  to  the 


statement  that  my  friend,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas,  said  about  Louisiana 
stealing  the  program  and  stealing  the 
Kansas  money.  At  least  that  is  the 
effect  of  the  statement,  as  I  understood 
it.  I  do  not  want  Louisianians  taking 
Kansas’s  money.  I  might  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  that  while  Kan¬ 
sas  got  $86  million  from  this  program, 
Louisiana  only  got  $11  million  and  may 
I  repeat  that  Kansas  got  as  much  out 
of  this  program  as  25  other  States.  I 
might  go  on  with  this  kind  of  a  state¬ 
ment  but  suffice  it  to  say  that  this  pro¬ 
gram  has  not  worked  nor,  in  my  humble 
opinion,,  will  not  work.  Let’s  make  a 
saving  of  one-half  billion  dollars  by  pass¬ 
ing  this  amendment. 

Mr.  DORN  of  South  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  yield  gladly  to  the 
gentleman  from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  DORN  of  South  Carolina.  I  want 
to  concur  in  what  my  friend,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas,  is  saying.  I  con¬ 
gratulate  him  on  the  bill  he  has  intro¬ 
duced.  Here  are  some  figures  that  came 
to  me  today  concerning  one  county  in 
my  district.  This  county  has  placed  58 
percent  of  its  7,950  acres  of  cotton  allot¬ 
ment  into  the  soil  bank,  leaving  only 
3,206  acres.  What  is  that  doing  to  the 
fertilizer  people  and  the  ginners  and  the 
local  bankers  and  the  retail  merchants? 
What  do  you  make  of  that? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Every  business  in 
that  community  is  suffering.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  South  Carolina  for 
presenting  those  enlightening  facts — I 
hope  that  the  amendment  will  prevail. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
LanhamI. 

(Mr.  LANHAM  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LANHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
most  of  you  know,  I  am  a  pretty  partisan 
sort  of  fellow.  I  am  a  Democrat.  As  you 
know,  I  am  a  southern  Democrat.  I 
usually  vote  with  the  Democratic  Party. 
As  a  matter  of  fact.  General  Lee  is  my 
favorite  rather  than  General  Eisen¬ 
hower  of  Gettysburg  fame.  You  know 
what  I  mean,  I  am  sure,  about  that. 
But  frankly,  I  agree  with  the  gentleman 
from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Burdick]  who, 
on  yesterday,  said  we  ought  to  forget 
party  in  this  matter,  we  ought  to  forget 
whether  we  are  Republicans  or  Demo¬ 
crats  and  we  ought  to  think  about  the 
farmer  and  his  welfare.  I  agree  with 
him.  I  want  to  tell  you  that  the  farm¬ 
ers  in  my  district  are  in  favor  of  this 
program.  It  is  having  some  of  the  ef¬ 
fect  which  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Gathings!  has  spoken  about,  and 
that  is  that  the  fertilizer  dealers  and 
the  ginners,  because  our  crop  is  largely 
cotton  with  some  wheat,  are  feeling  the 
effects  and  it  may  not  be  that  in  the 
long  run  we  ought  to  continue  this  soil- 
bank  program.  I  think  it  has  been  badly 
administered.  I  do  not  know  whether 
it  could  have  been  better  administered 
or  not  by  another  man  than  the  present 
Secretary  of  Agriculture.  I  do  think 
he  has  favored  certain  sections  at  the 
expense  of  others,  and  has  used  it  for 
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partisan  political  purposes.  But  criti¬ 
cism  of  Mr.  Benson  is  not  the  problem 
before  us  today.  I  think  the  question 
is — what  is  best  for  the  farmers?  Until 
we  can  decide  upon  some  program  that 
will  work  I  think  the  acreage  reserve 
program  should  be  continued.  The 
farmers  are  at  the  crossroads  and  the 
small  farmer  is  on  the  way  out  in  Amer¬ 
ica,  if  we  do  not  find  some  better  pro¬ 
gram  than  either  the  Democrats  or  the 
Republicans  in  the  past  have  sponsored. 
Everyone  admits  that  most  of  them  have 
failed.  The  farmers’  income  has  stead¬ 
ily  declined  while  his  costs  have  just  as 
steadily  increased.  If  we  are  to  save  the 
farmers,  the  members  of  our  great  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  must  quit  squab¬ 
bling  among  themselves  and  get  back  to¬ 
gether  and  bring  in  a  program  that  will 
do  something  to  increase  the  farmers’ 
net  income.  Personally  I  believe  that 
the  domestic  allotment  or  two-price  sys¬ 
tem  may  be  the  answer.  At  least  some 
new  approach  must  be  made  to  the 
problem. 

Moreover,  I  do  not  think  this  soil  bank 
should  he  repealed  in  this  way.  I  think, 
if  it  is  to  be  repealed,  careful  considera¬ 
tion  should  be  given  to  it  by  the  legisla¬ 
tive  Committee  on  Agriculture,  and  we 
ought  not  to  undertake  in  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  to  repeal  it.  Of  course,  we  do  not 
repeal  it,  but  we  strangle  it  to  death  or 
we  smother  it  to  death,  and  I  do  not 
think  that  is  a  sound  way  to  legislate. 

As  I  have  said,  the  soil  bank  is  effective 
'  certainly  in  my  district,  if  we  entered 
into  it  with  the  idea  of  controlling  pro¬ 
duction.  As  you  know,  we  have  many 
postal  employees  in  the  city  today.  One 
of  the  rural  carriers  told  me  this  morn¬ 
ing  that  they  had  just  about  quit  farm¬ 
ing  in  our  district.  He  said,  “I  do  not 
believe  I  have  seen  three  farmers  plow¬ 
ing  this  spring.”  So  it  has  been  effective 
in  taking  acreage  out  of  production,  but 
as  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Ga things]  has  stated,  it  is  dangerous  to 
our  economy.  If  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  brings  in  a  bill  to  repeal  it, 
coupled  with  some  other  bill  that  will 
give  relief  to  the  farmer  and  protect  him 
from  the  squeeze  between  rising  produc¬ 
tion  costs  and  declining  prices,  I  will  then 
vote  to  repeal  it.  But  I  do  not  think  we 
ought  to  try  to  repeal  it  in  this  manner. 
Let  us  bring  in  a  bill  that  will  really 
help  the  farmer.  But  until  that  time 
comes,  let  us  not  deprive  him  of  this  little 
bit  of  help. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Lanham] 
has  expired. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten]. 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  grant¬ 
ed  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
find  myself  in  perhaps  the  most  peculiar 
situation  of  all  my  experience  in  the 
House.  May  I  say  further  that  I  do  not 
believe  I  have  ever  taken  the  well  of 
the  House  but  what,  when  I  got  through, 
you  might  disagree  with  me,  but  you 
would  never  ask  ‘‘Which  side  are  you 
on?”  I  am  afraid  when  I  make  this 
talk  you  may  be  within  your  rights  if 
you  ask  that  question. 


The  acreage  reserve  program  was 
first  recommended  to  the  Congress  last 
year.  I  was  one  of  the  few  who  took 
the  floor  and  said  it  would  never  work; 
that  to  pay  the  farmer  not  to  farm 
would  ruin  his  standing  with  other 
Americans;  that  it  might  put  a  little 
money  in  his  pocket  and  he  might  use 
it  and  grow  more  on  the  remaining  acres, 
and  that  in  my  judgment  it  solved  noth¬ 
ing.  I  did  not  quit  there.  I  went  to 
the  subcommittee  on  appropriations 
and  went  before  the  full  committee,  and 
there  requested  and  we  appropriated 
money  under  the  existing  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  laws  which  would  have  benefited 
this  country  and  brought  about  some 
soil  conservation  in  a  cooperative  ven¬ 
ture  with  American  farmers.  The  whole 
committee  backed  our  subcommitte  in 
that  effort  36  to  11.  That  bill  then  went 
to  the  Rules  Committee  but  was  not 
brought  out  by  that  committee;  then 
later  the  soil  bank  was  passed. 

As  you  can  see  in  the  committee  re¬ 
port,  after  we  came  back  in  January, 
as  chairman  of  this  subcommittee  I  re¬ 
quested  an  investigation  of  the  soil  bank 
and  the  acreage  reserve  provisions.  Let 
me  say  again,  here  is  what  is  involved: 
This  is  a  payment  to  farmers  to  leave 
land  out  of  cultivation.  Just  a  few 
moments  ago  you  saw  this  House  write 
a  limitation  of  $2,500,  which  is  the  limit 
on  how  much  the  Government  will  pro¬ 
vide  toward  the  cause  of  conservation, 
but  in  this  bill  there  is  no  limit  on  the 
payment  not  to  farm.  For  instance,  our 
investigation  shows  that  in  the  State  of 
Connecticut  one  farm  received  $40,000 
not  to  farm  his  land;  another  $29,000; 
another  $11,000,  and  another  $10,000. 
The  same  situation  exists  in  other 
States 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  prefer  to  finish  my 
statement,  if  you  please. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  would  like  to  correct 
the  gentleman  on  a  previous  statement. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Let  me  finish  my 
remarks  and  I  am  sure  the  gentleman 
could  correct  me,  and  if  I  had  time  I 
might  straighten  him  out  in  a  few  places, 
but  we  would  be  friends  in  the  end. 

There  is  nothing  to  keep  this  money 
received  by  the  farmer  from  being  used 
to  increase  production  on  the  remain¬ 
ing  acres.  The  chief  tragedy  of  this 
approach  is  that  the  farmer  loses  his 
production  on  his  acres;  but  to  the 
public  it  looks  like  he  is  getting  some¬ 
thing  for  nothing.  If  this  program  is 
continued,  the  farmer  will  lose  much 
more  in  public  good  will  which  will  be 
reflected  in  votes  of  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  against  sound  farm  legislation. 
After  all  87  percent  of  the  population 
are  nonfarmers  and  even  in  Congress 
we  must  have  their  support. 

Let  me  read  to  you  a  statement  from 
a  paper  not  published  in  my  district, 
the  Houston  Times,  which  says  this: 

As  long  as  the  Government  Is  paying 
farmers  for  the  acres  they  do  not  plant 
It  should  also  pay  newspapers  for  the  ads 
they  do  not  run. 

And  the  Jackson  Daily  News  says: 

Now  It  would  W  nice  to  pay  our  railroads, 
airlines,  and  buslines  for  passengers  they  do 
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not  carry.  Let  us  go  ahead  and  pay  every¬ 
body  for  doing  nothing  but  do  it  graciously. 
It  should  be  done  in  an  honest  and  impar¬ 
tial  way. 

You  can  read  my  views  in  the  report. 
I  wrote  this  report  and  my  committee 
subscribed  to  it  presumably.  Presum¬ 
ably  we  did  not  at  that  time  speak  for 
the  program  simply  because  we  felt  on 
our  subcommittee — and  let  me  say  that 
I  am  not  changing  horses — but  we  felt 
that  to  change  this  basic  law  was  beyond 
what  we  as  a  subcommittee  on  appro¬ 
priations  should  do,  and  that  is  the  only 
reason  that  I  did  not  recommend  to  our 
subcommittee  that  we  do  it.  That  is 
the  only  reason,  and  the  report  makes  it 
clear. 

There  is  a  distinction  between  the  two 
reserve- programs.  The  conservation  re¬ 
serve  is  a  many-year-contract  program. 
The  acreage  reserve  is  an  annual  pro¬ 
gram,  and  there  have  been  no  commit¬ 
ments  beyond  1957,  there  have  been  no 
contracts  signed  beyond  1957.  It  is  on 
a  one-year-at-a-time  base. 

May  I  say  again  the  report  shows  the 
only  sound  base  for  a  acreage  reserve 
program  is  to  put  some  money  in  the 
hands  of  the  farmer  to  make  up  what  he 
has  lost  in  income. 

If  this  acreage  reserve  program  put 
twice  as  much  money  in  the  hands  of 
the  farmer  it  could  not  pay  for  the  loss 
of  public  and  congressional  support  of 
sound  legislation  to  meet  his  problem. 

As  to  my  position,  I  say  that  we  on  the 
committee  felt  it  was  not  our  place  to 
make  this  basic  change  in  the  law.  In 
order  to  get  agreement  to  slow  it  down, 
we  agreed  to  the  committee  position  to 
which  I  am  committed.  Other  than  that 
I  have  been  against  this  program  for 
the  reasons  that  have  been  mentioned  to 
your. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  on  the 
amendment  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Harrison]. 

The  question  was  taken,  and  the  Chair 
announced  that  the  ayes  appeared  to 
have  it. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  for  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair 
appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Harrison  of  Vir¬ 
ginia  and  Mr.  Whitten. 

The  committee  divided,  and  the  tellers 
reported  that  there  were — ayes  134,  noes 
120. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Reuss  :  On  page 
21,  line  4,  change  the  period  to  a  comma  and 
add  the  following:  ‘‘or  in  total  compensa¬ 
tion  being  paid  to  any  one  producer  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  $5,000  with  respect  to  the  1958 
crops.” 

t 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re¬ 
serve  a  point  of  order  against  the 
amendment. 

(Mr.  REUSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  I  offered  would  limit  to 
$5,000  the  amount  that  any  one  farmer 
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can  receive  in  1958  from  the  soil  bank 
acreage  reserve.  In  the  light  of  the 
amendment  just  passed,  my  amendment, 
of  course,  would  be  academic  unless  the 
House  on  a  rollcall  vote  should  reject 
the  amendment  just  put  into  the  bill  by 
teller  vote.  However,  it  seems  to  me 
necessary  to  perfect  and  prepare  this 
bill  for  that  eventuality. 

The  $5,000  limitation  seems  to  me 
clearly  necessary  because  in  practice 
much  of  the  benefit  of  the  soil  bank 
which  is  paid  for  out  of  taxpayers’  dol¬ 
lars  is  going  not  to  the  family-sized 
farmer. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  a  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  The  gen¬ 
tleman’s  amendment,  as  just  reported, 
affects  a  section  of  the  bill  already 
stricken  by  the  amendment  just  agreed 
to,  and  furthermore  I  see  no  reason  for 
any  further  discussion  upon  this  par¬ 
ticular  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  reserved  a  point  of  or- 
)  der  at  the  time  the  amendment  was  of¬ 
fered. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  under¬ 
stand,  but  on  the  other  hand,  in  the 
first  place  the  amendment  should  not 
have  been  offered  to  start  with.  I  make 
the  point  of  order  against  it,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Upon  what  grounds 
does  the  gentleman  make  his  point  of 
order? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  That  the 
language  to  which  this  amendment  ap¬ 
plies  has  already  been  stricken  out  and, 
further,  that  it  is  legislation  upon  an 
appropriation  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  calls 
the  attention  of  the  gentleman  to  the 
fact  that  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia,  which  was 
adopted,  struck  out  only  a  portion  of  the 
proviso  to  this  section.  But,  there  is 
language  remaining  to  which  the  gen- 
)  tleman  has  offered  an  amendment,  and 
stated  it  would  be  at  the  end  of  that 
paragraph.  It  is  also  a  limitation  on  the 
use  of  the  appropriation.  The  point  of 
order  made  by  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota  is  overruled. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  was 
saying,  the  soil  bank,  as  it  has  worked 
out  in  practice,  has  meant  that  a  large 
part  of  its  benefits  go  not  to  the  family¬ 
sized  farm  but  to  the  large  combination 
or  corporation  farm.  As  the  figures  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  show. 


here  are  some  of  the  current  payments 
made  under  the  soil  bank: 

McCarthy  &  Hildebrand.  (Cali¬ 
fornia)  _ $29,  723.  53 

J.  W.  B.  Farms,  Inc.  (Colorado)  .  45,  817.  77 

Garvey  Farms  (Colorado  and 

Kansas) _  61,  354.  50 

Kupchunoe  Bros.,  Inc.  (Con¬ 
necticut) _  29,829.51 

J.  E.  Shepard  (Connecticut) _  40,162.55 

Adams  Bros.  &  Co.  (Iowa) _  49,  248.  00 

Duward  Harper  (Texas) _  30,737.22 

George  C.  Chance  (Texas) _  48,093.00 

Tom  Moore  (Texas) _  40,  793.  40 


As  the  report  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  at  page  26  well  states: 

No.  81- 


The  principal  justification  for  the  acre¬ 
age-reserve  program  is  to  restore  to  the 
farmer  some  of  the  income  he  has  lost 
through  reduced  prices  and  acreage. 

Now,  this  $5,000  limitation  to  any  one 
farm  producer  means  that  Government 
help  will  go  where  it  is  needed,  not  where 
it  is  not  needed.  Aid  to  the  large-scale 
combination  producer  simply  increases 
the  tendency  away  from  the  family¬ 
sized  farm,  a  tendency  which  has  already 
gone  much  too  far.  If  everyone  who 
believes  in  economy  in  Government  and 
wants  also  to  strike  a  blow  for  the 
family-sized  farmer  will  vote  for  this 
amendment,  I  am  sure  we  can  produce  a 
much  better  farm  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amendment 
be  again  reported. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

(The  Clerk  again  reported  the  amend¬ 
ment.) 

.  Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
committee  having  stricken  out  or  pro¬ 
hibited  the  use  of  any  money  for  any 
1958  program,  now  to  provide  that  money 
shall  be  limited  to  $5,000  per  participant 
where  no  money  can  be  used  for  the 
1958  program  is  the  question.  It  it  is  in 
order,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  to 
renew  my  point  of  order  that  to  put  a 
limitation  on  the  amount  to  be  given  to 
a  participant,  when  the  committee  has 
just  adopted  an  amendment  prohibiting 
the  use  of  any  money,  strikes  me  as  being 
surplusage  and  subject  to  a  point  of 
order. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
be  heard  on  the  point  of  order? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  be 
glad  to  hear  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin  on  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Addressing  myself  to  the 
point  raised  by  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten]- - 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
yield  to  me  for  the  purpose  of  completing 
my  statement  to  the  Chair? 

Mr.  REUSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
should  like  to  address  myself  to  the 
Chair  as  to  whether  this  language  would 
not  in  actuality  refer  back  to  the  amount 
of  $600  million,  the  first  sum  in  the  bill, 
where  the  Department  has  already  en¬ 
tered  into  its  contracts?  I  mentioned  it 
earlier  so  that  it  might  have  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  speaker  as  well  as  the  Chair. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  pro¬ 
posed  amendment  clearly  would  not  re¬ 
fer  back  to  that  language,  because  it  is 
tied  exclusively  to  page  21,  line  4. 

The  reason  for  my  amendment  is  sim¬ 
ply  this.  It  is  possible  that  this  House 
on  a  rollcall  vote  will  reject  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  it  has  just  adopted  on  a 
teller  vote.  Against  that  eventuality  I 
would  like  this  House  to  have  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  vote  on  an  amendment  which 
seems  to  me  essential,  namely:  If  we 
keep  the  acreage  reserve  in  the  Appro¬ 
priation  Act  at  all,  let  us  at  least  limit 
it  to  those  needy  family-sized  farmers 
who  would  get  some  good  out  of  it  and 
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not  give  the  benefit  of  it  to  those  who  do 
not  need  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  ready 
to  rule  on  the  point  of  order. 

First,  the  Chair  wants  to  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Harrison]  did  not  strike  out  all  of 
the  proviso.  It  struck  out  only  that  por¬ 
tion  of  the  proviso  on  page  21,  line  2, 
beginning  after  the  word  “program”  to 
and  including  “$500,000,000”  in  line  3. 
So  that  the  proviso  now  reads : 

Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  used  to  formulate  and  admin¬ 
ister  an  acreage-reserve  program  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  1958  crops. 

The  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Retjss]  strikes 
out  the  period,  inserts  a  comma,  and 
adds  the  language  “or  in  total  compen¬ 
sation  being  paid  to  any  one  producer 
in  excess  of  $5,000  with  respect  to  the 
1958  crops.” 

While  it  may  be  because  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  having  been  adopted  that  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  would  be  ineffective, 
still  the  Chair  believes,  it  being  a  lim¬ 
itation  upon  the  purpose  for  which  the 
funds  are  appropriated,  that  it  is  in  order 
and  that  the  point  of  order  should  be 
overruled. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  do  I 
understand  then  that  it  is  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  Chair  that  it  would  not 
apply  back  to  the  $600  million? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  not 
going  to  pass  on  the  construction  of  the 
language  whether  this  amendment  is 
adopted  or  not. 

The  point  of  order  is  overruled. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment  to  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Abbitt  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Reuss:  Strike  out 
“$5,000”  and  insert  “$2,500.” 

Mr.  ABBITT.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  is  very  simple.  The  amend¬ 
ment  before  the  committee  limits  the 
contribution  or  payment  to  any  one  par¬ 
ticipant  to  $5,000.  My  amendment  sim¬ 
ply  reduces  that  to  $2,500. 

You  have  heard  a  lot  ever  here  about 
family-sized  farms,  that  the  payment 
from  the  soil-bank  program  is  intended 
to  aid  and  assist  the  family-sized  farm¬ 
ers.  It  is  hard  for  me  to  believe  that  a 
man  who  could  put  as  much  in  the  acre¬ 
age  reserve  program  as  to  get  back  pay¬ 
ments  of  more  than  $2,500  would  be  a 
family-sized  farmer.  The  whole  idea  be¬ 
hind  this  amendment  to  the  amendment 
is  simply  to  prohibit  large  operators 
from  seeking  and  securing  enormous 
Government  subsidies.  It  is  intended  to 
limit  payments  so  that  the  only  ones 
who  will  participate  are  the  family-sized 
farmers. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABBITT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  If  I  under¬ 
stand  the  gentleman’s  amendment  cor¬ 
rectly,  all  it  does  is  put  the  soil-bank  lim¬ 
itations  as  to  what  one  individual  may 
received  on  a  par  with  the  limitation  just 
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recently  put  on  by  the  House  of  $2,500 
under  soil  conservation. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  That  is  exactly  what  it 
does. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  It  reconciles 
this  program  to  that  program. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  It  makes  this  program 
in  line  exactly  to  the  dollar  with  the 
soil-conservation  program  we  adopted 
about  an  hour  ago. 

I  will  not  detain  the  committee  be¬ 
cause  it  is  very  simple.  The  question  is 
whether  or  not  we  want  to  limit  the  pro¬ 
grams  to  farmers,  whether  we  want  to 
reserve  it  for  the  family-sized  farmers 
whom  we  profess  so  much  that  we  want 
to  help.  I  hope  my  amendment  limit¬ 
ing  the  amount  of  payments  to  $2,500 
for  1958  crops  will  be  adopted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Abbitt]  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  ReussI. 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  ReussI,  as 
amended. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  concluded  the  reading  of 
the  bill. 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
soil-bank  program  passed  by  the  84th 
Congress  as  a  temporary  stopgap  meas¬ 
ure  has  turned  out  to  be  one  of  the  most 
controversial  matters  the  Congress  has 
enacted  into  law  since  I  came  here  in 
1953.  Even  farmers  who  are  taking  ad¬ 
vantage  of  it  in  a  substantial  way  are 
raising  serious  questions  about  it.  They 
say  the  program  is  moving  in  the  wrong 
direction  and  that  it  will  not  reduce  pro¬ 
duction  materially,  despite  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars. 
That  was  certainly  true  in  1956  when 
despite  the  signup  of  some  12  million 
acres  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $260  million 
under  the  1956  acreage-reserve  program, 
production  for  most  crops  was  higher 
than  in  prior  years. 

The  soil-bank  program  has  been  se¬ 
verely  criticized  in  many  other  quarters. 
Much  of  this  criticism,  in  my  humble 
opinion,  has  been  justified.  The  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  program  has  been  un¬ 
certain  and  indefinite.  Confusion  and 
indecision  have  frequently  prevailed  in 
the  minds  of  those  administering  the 
program  from  top  to  bottom.  It  is  pos¬ 
sible  that  the  program  has  not  yet  had 
a  fair  test.  The  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  however 
has  raised  some  very  serious  questions 
about  the  program  and  the  actual  results. 
I  am  not  sure  the  taxpayers  can  afford 
a  complete  test  in  view  of  the  facts  re¬ 
vealed  by  the  full  field  investigation 
made  by  the  Whitten  subcommittee,  and 
in  view  of  good  plain  common  horse- 
sense. 

I  do  feel  sincerely  that  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  has  not  helped  in  the 
cause  of  giving  it  a  fair  test.  Last  fall 
he  appears  to  have  shown  more  concern 
for  the  welfare  of  his  political  party  than 
he  did  for  the  success  of  the  soil-bank 
program  and  the  welfare  of  farmers  of 
America.  Such  concern,  in  action  which 
I  am  about  to  describe,  will  make  it  very 


difficult  for  the  soil-bank  program  to 
get  a  fair  and  honest  test  or  trial  experi¬ 
ence  before  it  is  repealed. 

The  acreage  reserve  portion  of  the 
soil-bank  program  was  designed,  I 
thought  and  I  certainly  hope,  to  reduce 
production  of  surplus  commodities  by 
compensating  producers  for  cutting 
down  their  planted  acreage,  thus  restor¬ 
ing  some  of  the  income  they  have  lost 
through  reduced  prices  and  acreage.  Of 
course,  the  idea  has  never  made  sense 
to  the  87  or  88  percent  of  nonfarmer 
taxpayers  who  feel  that  it  gives  the 
farmers  something  for  nothing.  The 
law  would  seem  to  provide  adequate 
safeguards  if  it  were  properly  adminis¬ 
tered,  for  it  provides  that  in  order  to  be 
eligible  for  compensation  a  producer 
must,  first,  reduce  acreage  of  the  desig¬ 
nated  commodity  below  his  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotment  or  base  acreage;  second, 
specifically  designate  the  acreage  so 
withdrawn  from  production;  and  third, 
not  harvest  any  crop  from  or  graze  such 
acreage  unless  given  permission  to  do  so 
because  of  a  drought  emergency.  The 
act  also  provided  that  acreage  already 
planted  to  a  crop  could  be  placed  in  the 
acreage  reserve  in  1956  if  the  crop  were 
plowed  under  or  cut  by  a  date  fixed  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  Under  the 
law,  a  producer  who  knowingly  and  wil¬ 
fully  grazes  or  harvests  a  crop  from  any 
acreage  in  violation  of  an  acreage  re¬ 
serve  contract  is  subject  to  a  penalty 
equal  to  50  percent  of  the  compensation 
which  would  have  been  payable  for  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  contract.  The  purpose 
of  the  penalty  provision,  of  course,  was 
to  insure  that  the  soil-bank  program 
would  be  used  to  reduce  production, 
rather  than  as  a  form  of  free  crop  insur¬ 
ance. 

As  I  have  already  pointed  out,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  paid  out  ap¬ 
proximately  $260  million  under  the  1956 
acreage  reserve  program.  Get  this — 
nearly  $180  million  was  paid  to  corn  pro¬ 
ducers;  of  this  amount,  $110  million  went 
to  three  States — Iowa,  Nebraska,  and 
Illinois.  Despite  the  amounts  paid  to 
corn  producers,  corn  production  in  1956 
increased  instead  of  decreasing.  In 
view  of  the  mishandling  of  the  soil-bank 
program  by  the  Department,  this  in¬ 
crease  is  hardly  surprising. 

The  deadline  for  plowing  under  or 
cutting  crops  growing  on  land  which 
had  been  dsignated  as  a  part  of  the 
Acreage  Reserve  was  originally  an¬ 
nounced  as  June  30.  On  June  29  the 
deadline  was  extended  until  July  15.  An 
additional  extension  was  then  made  un¬ 
til  August  3.  On  August  22  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Department  announced  that  a  de¬ 
termination  had  been  made  that  “a  re¬ 
latively  small  number  of  farmers  did  not 
understand  the  civil  penalty  provisions 
of  the  Acreage  Reserve  program.”  The 
Department  stated  that  State  ASC  com¬ 
mittees  had  been  instructed  to  allow  the 
relatively  small  number  of  farmers  who 
did  not  understand  the  penalty  provi¬ 
sions  until  August  31  to  comply  with 
their  agreements  by  plowing  under  or 
cutting  growing  crops.  The  instructions 
to  State  committees  specifically  warned 
of  the  50  percent  penalty  for  harvesting 
of  crops  and  stated  flatly  that  producers 


will  not  be  allowed  to  terminate  their 
agreements. 

According  to  press  reports,  large 
numbers  of  midwestern  corn  producers 
signed  up  to  plow  under  growing  crops 
at  a  time  when  weather  conditions  in¬ 
dicated  the  probability  of  poor  yields. 
When  crop  conditions  improved,  many 
farmers  apparently  decided  to  harvest 
their  corn  rather  than  comply  with 
their  agreements.  Secretary  Benson 
thus  faced  the  prospect  of  having  to 
collect  penalties  from  large  numbers  of 
farmers  just  prior  to  the  1956  election. 

Political  expediency  quickly  won  out 
over  consistency.  Disregarding  the  Au¬ 
gust  22  announcement,  Secretary  Ben¬ 
son  abruptly  reversed  his  field.  On 
September  6  he  alleged  in  a  letter  to  the 
Controller  General  that  there  had  been 
a  general  misunderstanding  of  the 
penalty  provisions.  On  September  21 
the  Department  changed  its  previous 
position  and  announced  that  producers 
would  be  allowed  to  revise  and  termi¬ 
nate  their  agreements  without  penalty. 
According  to  a  September  24  story  in 
the  Wall  Street  Journal,  several  officials 
of  the  Department  questioned  the  ( 
legality  of  cancelling  the  contracts.  An 
unnamed  official  is  quoted  as  saying: 

Several  of  us  thought  that  a  contract  was 
a  contract.  Quite  a  few  of  us  took  a  dim 
view  of  the  proposal,  and  didn’t  see  how  it 
could  be  done. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  decision  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  to  cancel  the  soil 
bank  contracts  cost  the  taxpayers  thou¬ 
sands — perhaps  millions — of  dollars. 
When  his  Department  was  asked  to  fur¬ 
nish  the  evidence  on  which  this  question¬ 
able  decision  was  based,  it  was  unable  to 
produce  a  single  scrap  of  paper.  On  the 
contrary,  the  Department  admitted  that 
“such  decisions  were  based  upon  oral 
information  and  reports  obtained  in  the 
course  of  field  trips  by  officials  of  the 
Department  and  upon  telephone  conver¬ 
sations  and  oral  reports  by  field  person¬ 
nel,  and  not  upon  written  reports,  memo¬ 
randums,  or  correspondence.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  farm  families  of  \ 
this  country,  through  no  fault  of  their 
own,  are  confronted  with  difficult  and 
trying  circumstances.  In  my  section  of 
the  country  there  is  a  depression  among 
small  farmers — that  is,  those  who  are  left 
on  the  farms.  The  others  are  looking 
for  jobs  elsewhere.  I  am  concerned,  as 
I  know  each  one  of  you  is  concerned,  with 
their  plight.  Coming  from  an  agricul¬ 
tural  section  composed  of  some  of  the 
better  farms  and  farmers  in  America, 
and  I  might  add,  many  of  the  finest 
people  of  America,  I,  for  one,  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  support  measures  honestly  and 
sincerely  designed  to  assist  them,  regard¬ 
less  of  who  proposes  them.  However, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture’s  reckless 
political  manipulation,  which  I  have  just 
described,  of  the  soil  bank  program 
serves  only  to  favor  those  who  failed  to 
comply  at  the  expense  of  those  who  did 
comply  with  the  soil  bank  provisions.  It 
was  bad  administration.  It  was  not 
good  government.  It  was  a  serious  vio¬ 
lation  of  a  public  trust.  I  might  add — 

I  have  sufficient  confidence  in  the  intelli¬ 
gence  and  fairness  of  the  American 
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farmer  to  predict  also  that  it  was  not 
good  politics. 

The  soil-bank  program  may  or  may 
not  be  the  answer  or  even  a  partial  an¬ 
swer  to  the  farm  problem.  I  am  very 
much  afraid  we  are  headed  in  the  wrong 
direction.  We  have  had  too  many 
patched  up,  and  I  am  afraid  quickly 
hatched  up,  laws.  Except  for  price-sup¬ 
port  levels,  much  of  our  trouble,  as  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whit¬ 
ten]  pointed  out  comes  from  1933  laws 
which  largely  control  our  present  farm 
programs.  _ 

Conditions  on  the  average  American 
farm  are  far  from  good.  I  am  con¬ 
vinced  that  reduced  acreage,  reduced 
prices,  and  rising  costs  both  to  the 
farmer  and  consumer,  will  ultimately 
bring  disaster  to  agriculture.  The  last 
4  years — under  such  administration  as 
I  have  just  described  in  connection  with 
cancellation  of  soil-bank  contracts — 
based  upon  the  Agriculture  Depart¬ 
ment’s  own  records,  show  conclusively 
that  we  cannot  reduce  acreage  by  reduc¬ 
ing  prices. 

I  sincerely  feel  that  it  is  time  for  the 
Congress  to  pass  some  constructive  legis¬ 
lation  truly  helpful  to  the  farmer.  We 
have  a  tendency,  I  fear,  to  wait  too  much 
and  too  long  for  the  Resident  or  his 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  make  sugges¬ 
tions  and  submit  proposals. 

I  believe  an  entirely  new  legislative  ap¬ 
proach  must  be  made  and  developed  if 
the  American  farm  and  farmer  as  we 
have  so  long  known  them,  are  to  survive 
in  our  highly  competitive  economy.  If 
the  farmer,  especially  the  small  farmer — 
the  family-size  farmer  is  to  share  in  the 
general  prosperity  of  the  rest  of  the 
Nation,  something  must  be  done  and  it 
must  be  done  quickly.  I  am  satisfied  now 
that  the  answer  will  not  be  found  by 
continually  taking  away  his  means  of 
livelihood.  For  the  American  farmer, 
my  friends,  it  is  much,  much  later  than 
we  think. 

Let  us  put  our  shoulders  to  the  wheel, 
-face  up  to  the  task  before  us  and  write 
a  legislative  program  that  will  not  be 
called  a  handout  program — a  program 
that  will  do  justice  to  the  American 
farmer,  the  American  consumer,  and  the 
American  taxpayer.  I  for  one*  am  a  little 
tired  of  waiting  for  the  other  fellow  to 
do  it.  I  for  one  am  ready  to  join  hands 
under  the  agricultural  leadership  of  this 
House  and  perform  such  task  or  tasks 
as  may  be  assigned  to  me  as  my  part 
in  the  gigantic  job  that  must  be  done  to 
save  the  small  American  farmer  from 
extinction. 

Mr.  VORYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  this 
legislation  we  are  wrestling  with  the 
problem  created  by  agricultural  sur¬ 
pluses,  much  of  which  must  be  exported. 

I  want  to  point  out  that  our  country, 
from  the  earliest  days  has  had  agricul¬ 
tural  surpluses  to  export  and  has  been 
largely  developed  through  selling  agri¬ 
cultural  surpluses  abroad.  When  John 
Smith’s  colony  raised  more  tobacco  than 
they  needed,  and  therefore  exported  to¬ 
bacco  for  profit,  Virginia  was  in  business. 
The  story  has  been  the  same  for  300 
years.  Our  railroads  were  paid  for  by 
exporting  agricultural  surpluses  to  pay 
off  foreign  loans.  American  agriculture 
has  been,  is  now,  and  will  long  continue 


to  be  on  an  export  basis,  about  1  acre  in 
10  devoted  solely  to  export. 

Our  problem  now  is  that  we  cannot 
carry  on  that  export  through  private 
channels  at  world  prices  at  a  profit. 
We  must  solve  that  problem. 

Meanwhile,  our  agricultural  exports 
have  helped  mightily  to  finance  so-called 
foreign  aid.  About  30  percent  of  our 
mutual  security,  ECA,  and  other  such 
programs  have  been  in  the  form  of 
agricultural  exports. 

In  the  hearings  on  this  bill — volume  6, 
page  247 — there  is  a  breakdown  of  agri¬ 
cultural  exports  during  the  past  11  years. 
Here  are  the  totals: 

Billion 

Total  agricultural  exports _ $36.  644 

private  nongovernmental  programs.  20.  640 
Governmental  programs  (of  which 

$11,862  billion  was  in  grants) _  16.004 

Thus,  foreign  aid  has  been  the  biggest 
agricultural  support  program.  It  is 
ominous  that  we  must  use  Government 
programs  to  move  40  percent  of  our  farm 
produce  abroad.  We  must  find  a  better 
way  to  do  it.  Meanwhile,  these  exports 
continue  to  contribute  to  our  security,  to 
the  development  and  maintenance  of 
military,  economic,  and  political  strength 
and  stability  in  the  free  world  in  the  cold 
war  with  communism. 

Mr.  McINTOSH.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  budget 
recommendations  to  the  Congress,  there 
was  included  an  item  of  $52,000  for  dried 
bean  utilization  research.  It  is  a  disap¬ 
pointment  to  note  that  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee,  in  reporting  the  Agri¬ 
culture  appropriation  bill  to  the  House, 
has  reduced  this  item. 

The  special  Commission  established  by 
the  Congress  on  Increased  Industrial 
Use  of  Agricultural  Products,  in  its  re¬ 
cent  interim  report,  urges  strongly  that 
utilization  research  is  the  only  real  solu¬ 
tion  to  the  farm-surplus  problem.  Sur¬ 
pluses,  the  Commission  states,  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  mount,  despite  increased  exports 
and  population  growth. 

Price  supports  on  dried  beans  have 
been  costly  to  the  producers,  processors, 
the  Government,  and  the  taxpayers.  It 
is  believed  that  real  savings  to  all  con¬ 
cerned  will  be  achieved  through  a  sound 
program  of  utilization  research.  The 
dried-bean  industry  has  raised  $130,000 
in  funds  for  this  purpose,  but  additional 
Government  help  is  urgently  needed. 

On  the  other  hand,  production  re¬ 
search  continues  to  improve  the  effi¬ 
ciency  of  farm  production.  To  illus¬ 
trate,  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
recently  announced  two  new  dried  bean 
varieties,  one  adaptable  in  my  State  of 
Michigan,  and  the  other  in  the  Western 
States.  Both  varieties  will  materially 
increase  yields  of  these  types  of  dried 
beans.  These  varieties  will  be  com¬ 
pletely  in  use  in  1959.  Utilization  re¬ 
search  is  urgently  needed  to  catch  up 
with  the  developments  in  production  re¬ 
search. 

It  is  encouraging  to  note  that  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee,  even  though 
denying  additional  funds  for  dried  bean 
research,  recognized  the  need  for  utili¬ 
zation  research  and  directed  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Department  to  make  every 
effort  to  undertake  such  work  within  the 
funds  provided. 


In  view  of  the  concurrence  of  all  con¬ 
cerned,  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
the  Congress,  and  the  dried  bean  indus¬ 
try,  as  to  the  need  for  a  sound  utilization 
research  program,  and  the  initiative 
shown  by  the  industry,  it  is  my  hope  that 
the  Government  will  continue  the  full¬ 
est  possible  coooperation. 

FIFTIETH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  4-H  CLUBS 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Chairman,  while  we  are  considering  the 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  which  include  funds  for 
Federal  contribution  to  4-H  Club  work 
within  the  Extension  Service,  it  is  appro¬ 
priate  to  call  attention  to  the  50th  an¬ 
niversary  of  the  4-H  program. 

We  in  Mississippi  are  especially  proud 
of  the  outstanding  work  being  done  by 
the  4-H  Clubs  of  this  country,  for  it  was 
here  in  Mississippi  that  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  first  took  a  hand  in  sponsoring 
and  directing  club  work  50  years  ago. 

It  was  the  work  of  the  Boys’  Corn  Club 
in  Holmes  County,  directed  by  William 
Hall  Smith,  that  gained  the  attention  of 
an  assistant  to  the  United  States  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture,  and  through  his 
aid  that  it  became  the  first  4-H  Club  in 
the  United  States. 

William  Hall  Smith,  then  superintend¬ 
ent  of  schools  in  Holmes  County,  called 
a  meeting  of  volunteer  corn  growers  and 
their  teachers  in  the  county  seat  of  Lex¬ 
ington  in  February  of  1907.  It  was  due 
to  his  desire  to  see  a  more  effective  and 
prosperous  school  program  in  a  poor  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  country  that  made  him  deter¬ 
mined  to  tie  schoolwork  in  with  farm- 
work. 

To  accomplish  this  he  proposed  to  hold 
corn  contests  among  the  boys  and  needle¬ 
work,  breadmaking,  and  cakebaking  con¬ 
tests  for  the  girls.  This  system,  he  felt, 
would  not  lose  its  hold  on  the  boy  when 
he  reached  the  age  of  14. 

The  county  was  in  the  grip  of  the  in¬ 
itiative-destroying  one-crop  system  of 
farming  that  prevailed  throughout  the 
South.  Cotton  being  the  only  crop  a 
farmer  could  get  credit  on,  it  seemed 
useless  to  farmers  in  debt  to  try  to  raise 
anything  else.  Their  family  food,  which 
they  could  have  raised  in  the  garden, 
and  the  feed  for  their  mules,  which  could 
have  been  raised  on  the  good  corn  land, 
were  all  bought  from  the  store  on  credit. 
The  farmer  was  left  with  very  little  after 
he  had  settled  up  in  the  fall.  He  would 
go  back  to  raising  cotton  in  order  to  as¬ 
sure  himself  more  food  and  feed  for  the 
next  year. 

It  was  the  belief  of  William  Hall  Smith 
that  this  evil  chain  could  be  broken  by 
encouraging  higher  corn  yields  through 
better  farming  methods.  An  abundance 
of  corn  would  make  possible  the  raising 
of  pigs  and  chickens,  and  perhaps  enable 
some  families  to  keep  a  cow. 

Smith  was  to  receive  the  aid  of  Mis¬ 
sissippi  State  College  and  the  demonstra¬ 
tion  agents  of  the  Government.  Profes¬ 
sor  Perkins,  of  Mississippi  State  College, 
gave  the  com  club  boys  some  seed  of 
a  tested  variety  for  about  half  an  acre 
of  corn.  As  the  season  progressed,  the 
members  of  the  corn  club  received  bulle¬ 
tins  from  the  college  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture.  On  land  where 
the  farmers  had  been  averaging  less  than 
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20  bushels  of  corn  per  acre,  the  members 
were  reported  by  Smith  to  have  reached 
as  high  as  120  bushels  per  acre. 

Dr.  Seaman  A.  Knapp,  an  assistant  to 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the 
founder  of  the  Extension  Division,  be¬ 
came  so  interested  in  the  accounts  of  the 
Boys’  Corn  Club  sent  in  by  County 
Agent  W.  B.  Lundy,  that  he  made  a  trip 
to  Lexington  and  visited  the  fair  where 
the  exhibits  were  shown.  He  was  so 
impressed  with  the  exhibits  of  corn, 
needlework,  and  baking  shown  there  in 
October  1907,  that  he  decided  to  sponsor 
it  as  a  permanent  part  of  the  extension 
program. 

Dr.  Knapp  appointed  Mr.  Smith  as  an 
agent  for  the  United  States  Department 
of  Agriculture  at  the  salary  of  one  dollar 
per  year.  The  appointment  carried  with 
it  the  franking  privilege,  which  permitted 
Smith  to  mail  out  circulars  and  instruc¬ 
tions  postage-free.  Thus,  Smith  became 
the  first  man  to  be  named  by  the  Federal 
Government  to  do  club  work  with  rural 
boys  and  girls.  Mr.  Smith  soon  became 
known  throughout  the  State  as  “Corn 
Club”  Smith. 

Dr.  Knapp  offered  to  pay  out  of  his 
own  pocket  the  expenses  of  the  boy  who 
made  the  best  corn  production  for  the 
year  1909.  This  trip  was  won  by  D.  C. 
Lundy,  one  of  the  best  known  farmers 
and  cattlemen  in  that  area  of  the  State. 

A  meeting  in  January  1908,  was  held 
in  Durant,  Holmes  County,  to  lay  plans 
for  spreading  the  clubs  to  other  counties 
and  a  circular  called  Mississippi  School 
Boys’  Experiment  Club — Suggestions  and 
Plans  for  Organization  and  Work. 

The  people  of  Mississippi,  fully  real¬ 
izing  the  importance  and  accomplish¬ 
ments  of  William  Hall  Smith,  have  dedi¬ 
cated  a  historical  marker  on  United 
States  Highway  51,  near  Pickens,  com¬ 
memorating  his  founding  of  the  4-H 
Clubs.  The  dedication  and  unveiling  of 
the  marker  was  attended  by  many  State 
and  local  officials,  together  with  former 
members  of  the  original  Boys’  Corn  Club 
of  1907. 

The  purposes  of  the  club  program  are, 
in  essence,  the  same  today  as  expressed 
by  William  Hall  Smith  in  the  organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  clubs  in  1907  and  1908. 

To  aid,  through  practical  demonstra¬ 
tion  work,  the  State  Agricultural  College 
and  the  Extension  Department  at  Wash¬ 
ington  in  reaching  the  masses  of  people 
with  their  extension  work. 

To  make  farm  life  more  attractive  and 
farming  more  profitable. 

To  make  the  study  of  agriculture  in 
the  public  schools  more  practical  and 
interesting. 

To  make  the  rural  environment  of  the 
child  minister  to  its  education. 

To  enable  the  people,  by  making  them 
more  prosperous,  to  take  better  advan¬ 
tage  of  the  public  schools. 

To  encourage  soil  study,  soil  improve¬ 
ment,  better  cultivation,  food  selection, 
etc. 

To  enforce  the  idea  that  farmers  need 
as  thorough  mental  training  as  profes¬ 
sional  men. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  voting 
against  an  appropriation  for  operation 


of  the  soil  bank  next  year  because  I  am 
convinced  we  must  come  up  with  a  better 
program  for  the  American  farmer  and 
the  American  people.  I  feel  that  a  denial 
of  funds  for  the  acreage-reserve  program 
next  year  will  make  imperative  a  search¬ 
ing  inquiry  into  our  agricultural  mess 
and  will  give  powerful  stimulus  to  prac¬ 
tical  legislation  and  a  better  program. 
I  pledge  myself  to  the  strongest  support 
of  legislation  to  this  end  and  I  believe 
the  Members  here  must  recognize  and 
accept  that  the  votes  of  a  great  many  of 
us  are  intended  to  open  the  door  to  the 
earliest  consideration  of  legislation 
which  will  permit  farmers  to  share  fully 
in  the  national  income. 

The  soil  bank  is  a  demonstrated  fail¬ 
ure.  I  voted  for  it  originally  with  the 
gravest  misgivings  and  the  utmost  reluc¬ 
tance,  only  because  there  appeared  no 
other  prospect  of  relieving  the  immediate 
emergency  confronting  us.  I  felt  it  would 
not  materially  help  growers,  would  not 
substantially  reduce  surplus  production 
and  that  it  would  be  harmful  to  our  gen¬ 
eral  economy.  Events  since  last  summer 
have  established  the  truth  of  my  fears. 

In  my  home  county  of  Fresno,  Calif., 
the  Fresno  County  and  City  Chamber  of 
Commerce  within  the  last  month  has 
compiled  figures  showing  that  it  costs 
$107.38  for  the  farmer  to  produce  a  bale 
of  cotton  for  which  he  receives  an  aver¬ 
age  of  $190.24.  It  costs  an  additional 
$28.40  to  process  this  bale  of  cotton.  If 
the  farmer  puts  land  into  the  soil-bank 
acreage  reserve,  he  receives  about  $68  for 
each  bale  of  cotton  he  does  not  raise. 
This  is  $14  less  than  the  profit  he  would 
realize  if  he  grew  it. 

Our  entire  agricultural  economy  is 
geared  to  exist,  not  on  the  farmer’s  profit, 
but  on  his  costs  of  production.  Labor, 
small-business  men,  banks,  utilities,  in¬ 
dustries  of  all  kinds,  share  in  the  money 
the  farmer  pays  out  to  grow  crops.  When 
he  does  not  grow  them,  all  these  related 
businesses  suffer. 

Under  the  soil-bank  plan,  we  are  offer¬ 
ing  a  false  profit  to  the  farmer  and 
striking  a  death  blow  to  all  the  segments 
of  our  economy  which  participate  in 
farm  production.  In  Fresno  County, 
Calif.,  the  soil  bank  takes  $135.78  out  of 
the  channels  of  trade  for  every  bale  of 
cotton  not  produced.  This  is  ample,  if 
continued  for  another  year,  to  throw 
thousands  of  small-business  men  into 
bankruptcy  and  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  workers  into  unemployment.  I  do 
not  think  we  can  justify  a  program  which 
does  not  help  the  farmer  and  hurts 
everybody  else  with  whom  he  deals  di¬ 
rectly  or  indirectly. 

The  soil  bank  ignores  all  except  basic 
crops  and  provides  an  artificial  and  un¬ 
economic  stimulus  for  conversion  of 
lands  into  nonbasic  crops  which  are 
themselves  in  surplus  and  without  sup¬ 
port  payments  or  governmental  help. 
In  my  district,  this  is  adding  more  sur¬ 
plus  production  of  grapes,  tree  fruits,  and 
other  specialty  crops  and  adds  new  peril 
and  hardship  to  the  predicament  of  the 
farmers  long  established  in  these  lines. 
This  is  accomplished  under  regulations 
of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  which 
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allow  soil-bank  payments  for  land  with¬ 
drawn  from  production  of  cotton  but 
which  is  also  planted  to  nonbearing  vines 
and  trees.  These  regulations  also  per¬ 
mit  payments  on  land  converted  to  other 
crops  in  the  fall  of  the  year,  so  that 
during  1958  a  great  deal  of  land  with¬ 
drawn  in  1957  from  basic  crop  produc¬ 
tion  will  be  adding  new  surplus  of  other 
foods  and  fiber.  Thus,  while  we  hand 
out  a  meager  soil-bank  payment  to  one 
farmer,  we  stab  another  in  the  back. 

What  we  must  have  is  a  program  which 
permits  all  farmers  to  take  their  rightful 
place  in  the  economy  of  America — to 
share  fully  in  the  large  national  in¬ 
come — to  have  the  power  to  bargain  in 
the  market  place  and  demand  a  proper 
return  for  their  hard  labor.  I  am  con¬ 
vinced  we  can  help  bring  this  about  and 
I  think  the  road  to  it  lies  through  exten¬ 
sion  of  the  marketing-agreement  system, 
probably  a  voluntary,  widespread  domes¬ 
tic  production  quota  system,  and  a  vig¬ 
orous  and  sincere  expansion  of  our  for¬ 
eign  markets.  In  the  very  near  future 
we  will  be  confronted  by  food  shortages, 
not  surpluses.  We  cannot  meet  this 
problem  by  handouts  to  discourage  pro¬ 
duction  and  slipshod  programs  which 
lower  our  national  income. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do  now  rise 
and  report  the  bill  back  to  the  House  with 
sundry  amendments,  with  the  recom¬ 
mendation  that  the  amendments  be 
agreed  to  and  that  the  bill  as  amended 
do  pass. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Hilda y,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.  R.  7441)  making  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  and  directed  him  to  report  the  bill 
back  to  the  House  with  sundry  amend¬ 
ments,  with  the  recommendation  that 
the  amendments  be  agreed  to  and  that 
the  bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  separate  vote  de¬ 
manded  on  any  amendment? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  demand  a  separate  vote  on  the 
so-called  Harrison  amendment. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  separate  vote 
demanded  on  any  other  amendment?  If 
not,  the  Chair  will  put  them  en  gros. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  amendment  on  which  a  separate  vote 
has  been  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  21,  strike  out  all  following  the 
word  “program”  in  line  2,  and  strike  all  of 
line  3. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  that  I  demand  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 
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The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  192,  nays  187,  not  voting  54, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  74 [ 

YEAS— 192 


Abbitt 

Garmatz 

O’Neill 

Abernethy 

Gary 

Passman 

Addonizio 

Gathings 

Patman 

Alexander 

Gordon 

Pelly 

Alger 

Granahan 

Pfost 

Andrews 

Green,  Pa. 

Philbin 

Anfuso 

Griffiths 

Pilcher 

Ashmore 

Haley 

Pillion 

Ayres 

Hardy 

Poage 

Bailey 

Harrison,  Va. 

Poff 

Becker 

Healey 

Porter 

Backworth 

Hemphill 

Powell 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Herlong 

Preston 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Hess 

Rabaut 

Blitch 

Hiestand 

Radwan 

Boland 

Holifield 

Riley 

Bolling 

Holland 

Rivers 

Bonner 

Huddleston 

Robeson,  Va. 

Bosch 

Hull 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Boyle 

Ikard 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Brooks,  La. 

Jackson 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Jennings 

Rooney 

Brown,  Ga. 

Jonas 

Roosevelt 

Brown,  Mo. 

Jones,  Mo. 

Rutherford 

Brownson 

Karsten 

Santangelo 

Broyhill 

Keating 

Saund 

Budge 

Kee 

Schenck 

Burleson  r' 

Kilday 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Kilgore 

Shelley 

Cannon 

King 

Sheppard 

Celler 

Kirwan 

Shuford 

Chelf 

Kitchin 

Sieminski 

Chudoff 

Kluczynski 

Sisk 

Clark 

Knutson  * 

Smith,  Calif. 

Cooley 

Landrum 

Smith,  Kans. 

Corhett 

Lane 

Smith,  Miss. 

Coudert 

Lankford 

Smith,  Va. 

Cretella 

Latham 

Spence 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Lesinski 

Staggers 

Davis,  Ga. 

Lipscomb 

Sullivan 

Delaney 

Long 

Taber 

Derounian 

Loser 

Teague,  Calif. 

Dies 

McCarthy 

Teague,  Tex. 

Diggs 

McFall 

Thomas 

Dingell 

McMillan 

Thompson,  La. 

Dollinger 

Macdonald 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Donohue 

Machrowicz 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Dorn,  S.  C. 

Mack,  Wash. 

Thornberry 

Dowdy 

Madden 

Tuck 

Doyle 

Mahon 

Udall 

Durham 

Marshall 

Utt 

Farbstein 

Matthews 

Vanik 

Fascell 

Metcalf 

Vinson 

Feighan 

Miller,  Calif. 

Walter 

Fino 

Minshall 

Watts 

Fisher 

Morano 

Wharton 

Flood 

Moss 

Whitener 

Flynt 

Moulder 

Wler 

Forand 

Multer 

Williams,  Miss. 

Forrester 

Mumma 

Willis 

Fountain 

O'Brien,  Ill. 

Winstead 

Frazier 

O’Brien,  N.  Y. 

Wright 

Friedel 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Yates 

Fulton 

O’Konski 

Young 

NAYS— 187 

Albert 

Cederberg 

Evins 

Allen,  m. 

Chamberlain 

Fenton 

Andersen, 

Chenoweth 

Ford  s 

H.  Carl 

Chiperfleld 

Frelinghuysen' 

Andresen, 

Christopher 

Gavin 

August  H. 

Church 

George 

Arends 

Clevenger 

Grant 

Aspinall 

Coad 

Gray 

Auchincloss 

Coffin 

Gregory 

Avery 

Collier 

Gubser 

Baker 

Cooper 

Hagen 

Baldwin 

Cramer  . 

Hale 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Cunningham, 

Halleck 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Iowa 

Harden 

Bates 

Cunningham, 

Harris 

Baumhart 

Nebr. 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

Belcher 

Curtin 

Harvey 

Bentley 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Haskell 

Berry 

Dague 

Hays,  Ark. 

Betts 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Heselton 

Bow 

Dawson,  Utah 

Hill 

Bray 

Dellay 

Hillings 

Breeding 

Dempsey 

Hoffman 

Broomfield 

Dennison 

Holmes 

Brown,  Ohio 

Denton 

Horan 

Burdick 

Deveretix 

Hosmer 

Bush 

Dixon 

Hyde 

Byrne,  Ill. 

Dooley 

Jarman 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Jenkins 

Canfield 

Dwyer 

Jensen 

Carnahan 

Edmondson 

Johansen 

Carrigg 

Elliott 

Johnson 

Jones,  Ala. 

Morris 

Scrivner 

Judd 

Natcher 

Scudder 

Kean 

Neal 

Seely-Brown 

Kearns 

Nicholson 

Selden 

Keeney 

Nimtz 

Sheehan 

Kilburn 

Norblad 

Siler 

Knox 

Norrell 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Krueger 

O’Hara,  Minn. 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Laird 

Osmers 

Smith,  Wis. 

Lanham 

Ostertag 

Springer 

LeCompte 

Patterson 

Steed 

Lennon 

Perkins 

Talle 

McConnell 

Polk 

Tewes 

McCulloch 

Price 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

McDonough 

Prouty 

Tollefson 

McGovern 

Rains 

Trimble 

McGregor 

Ray 

Van  Pelt 

Mclntire 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Van  Zandt 

McIntosh 

Reed 

Vorys 

McVey 

Rees,  Kans. 

Vursell 

Mack,  Ill. 

Reuss 

Wain  wright 

Mailliard 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Weaver 

Martin 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Westland 

Mason 

Riehlman 

Whitten 

May 

Roberts 

Widnall 

Meader 

Robsion,  Ky. 

Wigglesworth 

Michel 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Miller,  Md. 

Sadlak 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Miller,  Nebr. 

St.  George 

Withrow 

Mills 

Saylor 

Younger 

Montoya 

Schwengel 

Zablocki 

Morgan 

Scott,  Pa. 

NOT  VOTING— 

-54 

Adair 

Eberharter 

Keogh 

Allen,  Calif. 

Engle 

McCormack 

Anderson,  Mont.Fallon 

Magnuson 

Ashley 

Fogarty 

Merrow 

Barden 

Green,  Oreg. 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Baring 

Griffin 

Moore 

Barrett 

Gross 

Morrison 

Beamer 

Gwinn 

Murray 

Blatnik 

Hays,  Ohio 

Rodino 

Boggs 

Hubert 

Scherer 

Bolton 

Henderson 

Sikes 

Bowler 

Hoeven 

Stauffer 

Boykin 

Holt 

Taylor 

Buckley 

Holtzman 

Teller 

Byrd 

James 

Ullman 

Cole 

Kearney 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Colmer 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Wolverton 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Zelenko 

ulation  is  in  order  when  there  are  as 
many  as  5  votes  difference. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  bow  to 
the  Speaker’s  decision. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
engrossment  and  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
fcollcall  No.  72  on  yesterday  I  was  re¬ 
corded  as  being  absent.  I  was  present 
a^d  answered  to  my  name.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  permanent  Rec- 
orA  and  the  Journal  be  corrected  ac¬ 
cordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Thqre  was  no  objection. 


|ERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 
VRSHALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 


So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  Hebert  for,  with  Mr.  Gwinn  against. 

Mr.  Keogh  for,  with  Mr.  Beamer  against. 

Mr.  Colmer  for,  with  Mr.  James  against. 

Mr.  Fogarty  for,  with  Mr.  Wolverton 
against. 

Mr.  Rodino  for,  with  Mr.  Cole  against. 

Mr.  Buckley  for,  with  Mr.  Henderson 
against. 

Mr.  Kelley  of  Pennsylvania  for,  with  Mr. 
Boykin  against. 

Mrs.  Kelly  of  New  York  for,  with  Mr.  Holt 
against. 

Mr.  McCormack  for,  with  Mr.  Wilson  of 
California  against. 

Mr.  Holtzman  for,  with  Mr.  Stauffer 
against. 

Mr.  Barrett  for,  with  Mr.  Kearney  against. 

Until  furthei’  notice : 

Mr.  Hays  of  Ohio  with  Mr.  Adair. 

Mr.  Blatnik  with  Mr.  Allen  of  California. 

Mr.  Boggs  with  Mr.  Berry. 

Mr.  Byrd  with  Mr.  Merrow. 

Mr.  Fallon  with  Mrs.  Bolton. 

Mr.  Morrison  with  Mr.  Miller  of  New  York. 

Mr.  Teller  with  Mr.  Scherer. 

Mr.  Zelenko  with  Mr.  Gross. 

Messers.  JENKINS,  JOHANSEN, 
GAVIN,  SCHWENGEL,  HOFFMAN,  and 
NICHOLSON  changed  their  votes  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  for  a  recapitulation  of 
the  vote. 

The  SPEAKER.  I  do  not  think  any 
chairman  has  ever  held  that  a  recapit¬ 


GEf 

Mr. 

unanimoVis  consent  that  all  Members 
who  spoke  on  the  bill  just  passed  may 
have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to  re¬ 
vise  and  expend  their  own  remarks  on  the 
bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered.*, 

There  was  no  objection. 

SCHOOL  BIAS  ENDS  IN  A  BORDER 
CITY 

(Mr.  ROOSEVELT  asked  and  was  giv¬ 
en  permission  to  .address  the  House  for 
1  minute,  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks,  and  to  include  an  article  from  the 
New  York  Times.) 

Mr.  ROOSEVEL1L  Mr.  Speaker,  un 
der  the  caption  “School  Bias  Ends  in  a 
Border  City,”  the  New  York  Times  has 
published  a  front-pa&e  story  in  its  edi¬ 
tion  of  May  15,  1957,  which  I  would  most 
respectively  but  urgently  request  every 
Member  of  Congress  tmread.  It  tells  a 
story  which  is  so  human  as  well  as  fair 
that  it  cannot  help  but  impress  its  truth 
upon  all  who  have  the  l^ast  bit  of  ob¬ 
jectivity, 

I  would  point  out  particularly  and  ask 
that  you  read  with  great  detail  the  points 
which  are  made  concerning:,  first,  inte¬ 
gration  was  made  to  succeed  without 
violence;  second,  economies  running  in 
excess  of  20  percent  of  schohl  budgets 
results;  third,  educational  standards 
have  not  been  lowered  because  of  proper 
preparation;  and  fourth,  discrimination 
does  not  exist  in  the  minds  of  Children 
and  can  be  eliminated  in  the  minds  of 
adults  who  have  the  courage  rip  face 
realities. 

School  Bias  Ends  in  a  Border  City — 
Charleston,  W.  Va.,  Adjusting  Well*  Al 
though  Prejudice  Remains  in  Homes 
(By  Benjamin  Fine)  \ 

Charleston,  W.  Va.,  May  9. — The  mother 
iof  a  fourth-grade  pupil  at  Mercer  elementary 
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school  stormed  into  the  principal’s  office  on 
the  opening  day  of  school  last  fall. 

"Wwt  is  this  I  hear  about  a  Negro  going 
to  teacnyny  boy?”  she  demanded. 

Mrs.  B#$sie  H.  Stewart,  the  principal,  ex¬ 
plained  that  by  order  of  the  board  of  educa¬ 
tion,  integration  was  now  the  school  policy. 

”1  can’t  takgut,”  the  woman  shouted.  “I’m 
from  Mississippi.  My  husband  was  born  in 
Tennessee.  If  mV  child  has  a  Negro  teacher 
I’ll  take  him  out  and  send  him  to  a  private 
school.”  \ 

“Please,”  the  principal  asked,  “try  the  new 
teacher.  Give  her  a  cWnce.” 

A  week  later,  the  Mississippi-born  woman 
came  to  Mrs.  Stewart  ancNaid,  quietly:  . 

“Mrs.  Stewart,  I  was  wrong.  Jimmie  loves 
his  teacher.  I  guess  I’ll  letViim  remain  at 
Mercer  for  the  rest  of  the  yeEflL” 

INTEGRATION  IN  EFFECT^ 

When  integration  was  put  int\  effect  in 
Kanawha  County  last  fall,  the  school,  officials 
and  community  leaders  had  their  Vingers 
crossed.  In  the  fall  of  1955,  mixed  oteisses 
were  ordered  fpr  the  first,  second  and  sewith 
grades.  Last  September,  the  entire  school 
system  from  kindergarten  through  high 
school  became  integrated.  i 

At  first  there  were  grumblings,  such  as 
that  expressed  by  the  mother  from  Missis¬ 
sippi.  The  superintendent.  Dr.  L.  K.  Loven- 
stein,  had  several  anonymous  telephone  calls, 
threatening  violence.  The  police  were  alerted 
but  they  were  not  needed. 

Charleston,  the  State  capital,  is  part  of 
Kanawha  County,  in  the  heart  of  the  West 
Virginia  mountains.  About  57,000  pupils, 
3,000  of  them  Negroes,  are  enrolled.  Only  129 
of  the  1,961  teachers  are  Negro. 

Charleston  and  the  entire  county  had  al¬ 
ways  had  a  segregated  system  of  education. 
When  the  decision  to  integrate  was  taken, 
Dr.  Lovenstein  and  the  board  members  called 
upon  the  parent-teachers  associations,  the 
citizen  groups,  and  the  press  to  help  smooth 
the  way. 

“We  couldn’t  have  received  better  cooper¬ 
ation,”  said  Herbert  M.  Beddow,  president 
of  the  board  of  education.  “Everyone  agreed 
that  integration  must  be  made  to  succeed 
without  violence.” 

It  has  Negro  and  white  children  are  found 
in  every  part  of  the  county.  Negro  teachers 
have  been  assigned  to  all-white  schools, 
even  to  communities  where  Negroes  are  not 
permitted  to  live.  Eighteen  all-Negro 
schools  been  abandoned.  Three  were  merged 
with  white  ones.  The  district  lines  of  eight 
schools  were  changed  to  permit  Negroes  to 
attend. 

SYSTEM  SAVES  $250,000 

School  officials  estimate  that  the  immediy 
ate  saving  this  year  will  be  $250,000  out  of  At 
budget  of  $11  million.  The  economies  will 
become  even  greater  in  the  years  ahead, 
they  predict.  / 

There  is  no  indication  that  the/educa¬ 
tional  standards  have  been  lowered.  Dr. 
Lovenstein  points  to  the  high  standards  of 
Negro  instruction — the  small  nnpil-teacher 
ratio  and  the  corps  of  adequately  trained 
Negro  teachers — as  reasons  ivhy  the  Negro 
children  kept  pace  with.'  the  academic 
achievements  of  their  white  classmates  while 
they  were  in  a  segregated  system. 

To  some  parents,  Acceptance  of  Negro 
teachers  in  mixed  classes  came  hard.  While 
visiting  a  friend,  Mr  Beddow  was  taken  to 
task  for  assigning'  a  Negro  teacher  to  the 
fourth  grade,  irhe  father  spoke  harshly 
against  Negro  ieachers  in  general  and  this 
one  in  particular. 

His  10-y^f-old  daughter,  overhearing  the 
conversation,  broke  into  the  room. 

"You’re  talking  about  my  teacher,”  she 
said  to/her  father  indignantly.  “She’s  the 
best  teacher  I’ve  ever  had.” 
t  ‘JHie  father  hushed  up  fast,”  Mr.  Beddows 
sain.  “He’s  for  integration  now.” 


OPERATING  SMOOTHLY 

As  the  first  full  year  of  an  integrated  pro¬ 
gram  draws  to  a  close,  the  pupils  and  teach¬ 
ers  agree  that  the  program  has  operated 
smoothly. 

“I’d  like  to  have  my  teacher  again  next 
year,”  Billy,  9,  said  of  his  Negro  instructor. 

“I  like  being  here  with  my  white  friends,” 
Tom,  10,  who  was  in  an  all-Negro  class  a 
year  ago,  added  happily.  “My  teaeher  is 
real  nice.” 

He  doesn’t  even  refer  to  the  fact  that  she 
is  white — the  first  white  teacher  he  has  ever 
had. 

On  the  elementary  level,  almost  without 
exception,  Negro  children  and  white  ones 
play  and  study  together.  As  was  found  in 
Wilmington,  Del.,  the  youngsters  here  are 
colorblind.  They  make  no  distinction  be¬ 
tween  races  in  the  classroom  or  on  the  play 
yards. 

A  fourth-grade  teacher,  Mrs.  Maude  Ben¬ 
nett,  has  18  white  and  10  Negro  pupils  in  her 
class.  She  has  been  a  teacher  for  32  years, 
and  this  is  the  first  time  she  has  taught  an 
integrated  class. 

“I  can’t  see  any  difference  at  all,”  Mrs. 
Bennett  said.  “The  colored  and  white  chil¬ 
dren  do  just  about  the  same  work.  In  the 
Spelling  bees,  sometimes  a  white  child  will 
&me  out  ahead,  sometimes  a  Negro.” 

Vhe  class  officers  were  called  to  order  by 
Mrsk  Bennett.  They  gathered  around  her 
deskNp  decide  how  best  to  keep  the  room 
clean.  \  / 

The  president,  James  Randall,  who  Wnts 
to  be  a  jnitot,  is  a  Negro,  as  is  the  asinstant 
secretary,  Jane  Clayton,  a  future  teacher. 
The  vice  president,  Linda  Stillwellvand  the 
secretary  of  class,  Margaret  Moses,  are 
white.  \  / 

CHOsWl  FOR  ABILIT^r 

This  situation  is\ommon  throughout  the 
school  system.  Negros  2lxjS  elected  to  stu¬ 
dent  offices,  they  are  on  the  athletic  teams, 
they  work  for  the  stuOTfnt  newspapers  and 
join  the  dramatic  clube.  M3ut,  the  students 
are  quick  to  say,  the  J^egroNupils  are  chosen 
on  the  basis  of  abili^r,  not  cfcdor. 

“We  love  Jimmir  Randajl,”  iiis  classmates 
said.  "He’s  a  good  president.”\ 

The  townspeople  have  come  tcnaccept  this 
school  integration.  Recently  aW>ut  100 
elementary  ^children  marched  through  the 
streets  to  Attend  a  concert  in  the  ceVter  of 
the  city/Quite  by  accident,  the  infa^mal 
procession  was  led  by  a  third  grade  Negrcnboy 
and  aythird  grade  white  girl.  Hand-in-hM»4 
thejymarched  down  the  street  at  the  head  of 
the/procession. 

/‘I  wondered  what  the  people  were  staring 
^fit,”  a  school  official  said.  “Then  suddenly  I 
realized.  We  are  so  used  to  seeing  Negro 
and  white  children  playing  together  in 
schools  that  we  just  don’t  notice  it  anymore. 
For  the  citizens,  however,  it  must  have  been 
a  novelty.” 

MOST  TEACHERS  WHITE 

Because  the  great  majority  of  teachers  and 
pupils  are  white,  most  of  the  youngsters  are 
taught  by  white  teachers.  For  the  first  time, 
these  teachers  find  Negro  children  in  their 
classrooms. 

Jean  Ferguson,  a  third  grade  teacher  with 
35  years’  experience,  is  typical  of  many. 
Until  this  year  she  had  taught  all-white 
classes.  Now  she  has  a  class  of  13  Negroes 
and  13  whites. 

“It  was  difficult  to  get  used  to  it  at  first,” 
she  said.  “It’s  made  my  work  more  difficult 
and  more  challenging. 

“But  I  haven’t  found  any  real  difference 
in  intelligence  between  the  two  races.  There 
are  slow  and  last  readers  among  both  the 
Negroes  and  the  white  children.” 

The  Negro  parents  come  to  the  P.  T.  A. 
meetings.  Miss  Ferguson  said,  in  the  same 
proportion  as  the  white  parents.  They  co¬ 
operate  with  her  whenever  special  problems 
arise,  she  said. 


“I  don’t  mind  teaching  a  mixed  class  now,” 
she  added.  “I’ll  probably  get  another  one  y 
next  fall.  I  certainly  won’t  ask  for  an  al \-f 
white  class.”  / 

TRANSFERS  POSSIBLE  / 

Parents  who  do  not  want  their  chkaren 
to  attend  mixed  classes  or  who  ohject  to  , 
Negro  teachers  may  ask  for  a  transfeA  How¬ 
ever,  if  the  class  to  which  they  ynsh  their 
child  transferred  has  more  than?  30  pupils, 
the  child  will  not  be  admitted?  Also,  they 
have  to  pay  transportation ycosts  of  $4  a 
month  on  the  elementary  l^el,  $12  on  the 
high  school.  / 

“We  have  had  mightjr  few  requests  for 
transfers,”  Dr.  Lovenstfnn  said.  “Our  par¬ 
ents  seem  to  accept  things  as  they  are.” 

NEGRO  TEACHER  ASSIGNED 

Sometimes  a  N^gro  teacher  is  placed  in 
an  all-white  school,  Mrs.  Stella  Meiner  at 
the  Chandler  yschool  is  an  example.  She 
has  41  fourth-grade  pupils,  and  they  are 
“crazy”  about  her,  in  their  own  words. 
“She’s  a  Mind  teacher,”  the  children  said. 

“My  mother  says,”  a  long-haired  girl  of  9 
remarkjra,  “that  Mrs.  Meiner  is  the  nicest 
teachpr  she  ever  met.” 

Mi's.  Meiner  always  had  taught  Negro 
children.  Now  she  teaches  only  white  chil¬ 
dren.  The  educational  standards  are  simi¬ 
lar,  however,  she  said. 

“I  don’t  find  any  differences  at  all,”  she 
said.  “They  are  all  such  lovely  children.” 

Dr.  Lovenstein  explained  her  appointment: 

“There  was  a  vacancy  at  the  school  and 
Mrs.  Meiner  had  the  necessary  qualifications, 
so  we  gave  her  the  job.” 

ANOTHER  IS  APPOINTED 

A  similar  situation  exists  at  the  Clendenin 
Junior  High  School,  20  miles  from  Charles¬ 
ton.  No  Negro  had  ever  taught  in  this 
school  of  864  children  and  27  teachers.  More¬ 
over  no  Negro  had  ever  lived  in  Clendenin, 
a  mining  and  farming  community. 

A  Negro  teacher,  Arned  Brown,  was  brought 
in  last  September  to  teach  art  and  history. 
He  is  accepted  by  the  community,  students, 
and  teachers.  For  the  first  time  in  Clen¬ 
denin,  seven  students  have  won  art  prizes 
in  national  competitions. 

The  students  sing  the  praises  of  Mr. 
Brown. 

“He  is  the  best  teacher  I’ve  ever  had,”  is 
the  typical  comment  of  the  254  students 
whom  he  teaches. 

“We  have  forgotten  that  he’s  colored,” 
Debbie  Karr,  the  senior  class  president,  said. 
“When  he  first  came  here,  I  was  prejudiced. 

I  didn’t  like  Negroes.  Well,  I’ve  certainly 
‘"changed  my  mind  now.  I  think  they’re  as 
ghipd  as  we  are.” 

\  BIAS  BEGINS  OUTSIDE 

HcVever,  integration  stops  in  the  class¬ 
room  or  on  the  athletic  field;  it  is  not  carried 
over  inwcthe  home.  When  a  colored  student 
at  the  Thomas  Jefferson  High  School  came 
to  a  partyV;:ven  by  one  of  his  classmates, 
he  was  askecL  to  leave. 

"Please  domt  take  this  as  a  personal  af¬ 
front,”  the  mother  of  the  boy  giving  the 
party  said.  “Wt^ust  aren't  used  to  having 
Negroes  at  our  parties.  Maybe  when  inte¬ 
gration  is  further  aiong  we’ll  be  able  to  in¬ 
vite  you.”  \ 

“I  got  a  phpne  call  from  a  boy  in  my  class,” 
said  Mary  Bowditch,  14, \  high-school  fresh¬ 
man.  "Mother  didn’t  like  it  when  she 
learned  he  was  colored.  V^hen  he  called 
again  she  wouldn’t  let  me  taW  to  him.  But 
really  he  only  wanted  to  carrion  a  pleasant 
conversation.”  \ 

At  the  school  dances  the  Negrc^md  white 
pupils  are  not  allowed  to  exchangeNflances. 

“The  community  is  not  ready  to\ro  that 
far,”  said  the  dean  of  girls  at  the  StOTaewall 
Jackson  High  School.  \ 

“We’ll  have  to  take  Integration  stejr^by 
step,”  said  Mrs.  John  C.  Norman,  a  Negl^ 
teacher  active  in  community  affairs.  “You 
can’t  hold  the  dawn  back  indefinitely.” 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  16, 1957 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 

6  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  namely: 
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DEPARTMENT  OE  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 

Agricultural  Research  Service 
salaries  and  expenses 

Eor  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 
relating  to  production  and  utilization,  to  control  and  eradicate 
pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related 
inspection,  quarantine  and  regulatory  work,  and  meat  in¬ 
spection:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $75,000  of  the 
appropriations  hereunder  shall  he  available  for  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574) ,  as  amended  by 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  : 
Provided  further,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be 
available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft  and 
the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  one  for  replacement  only: 
Provided  further,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be 
available  pursuant  to  title  5,  United  States  Code,  section  565a, 
for  the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and 
improvements,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  con- 
strutting  any  one  building  (except  headhouses  connecting 
greenhouses)  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  except  for  five  build¬ 
ings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 
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$20,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building 
during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750  or  3  per 
centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater: 

Research :  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the 
production  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products,  and  re¬ 
lated  research  and  services,  including  administration  of  pay¬ 
ments  to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations;  $48,994,- 
890:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $25,000  shall  be  avail- 
able  for  alterations  of  buildings,  without  regard  to  limita¬ 
tions  prescribed  herein; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera¬ 
tions  and  measures  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant 
and  animal  diseases  and  for  carrying  out  assigned  inspection, 
quarantine  and  regulatory  activities,  as  authorized  by  law; 
$25,682,000,  of  which  $1,000,000  shall  be  apportioned  for 
use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects  and  plant 
diseases  under  the  joint  resolution  approved  May  9,  1938 
(7  U.  S/C.  148-148e),  and  the  Act  of  August  13,  1954 
(7  U.  S.  C.  148) ,  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emergency 
conditions :  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall 
be  used  to  pay  the  cost  or  value  of  trees,  farm  animals,  farm 
crops,  or  other  property  injured  or  destroyed  as  a  result  of 
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1  plant  insect  and  disease  control  activities  except  potatoes  and 

2  tomatoes  as  authorized  under  the  Golden  Nematode  Act: 

3  Provided  further,  That,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary,  no 

4  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  expended  for  the  control  of 

5  sweetpotato  weevil  in  any  State  until  such  State  has  provided 

6  cooperation  necessary  to  accomplish  this  purpose,  or  for 

7  barberry  eradication  imtil  a  sum  or  sums  at  least  equal  to 

8  such  expenditures  shall  have  been  made  available  by  States, 

9  counties,  or  local  authorities,  or  by  individuals  or  organiza- 

10  tions  for  the  accomplishment  of  this  purpose,  or  with  respect 

11  to  the  golden  nematode  except  as  prescribed  in  section  4  of 

12  the  Golden  Nematode  Act; 

13  Meat  inspection:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  laws 
44  relating  to  Federal  inspection  of  meat  and  meat-food  products 
15  and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  laws  relating  to  process 
lb  or  renovated  butter;  $16,586,000. 

1?  STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS 

18  Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico: 

19  For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations  to  carry 

20  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March 

21  2,  1887  (7  U.  S.  0.  362,  363,  365,  368,  377-379),  as 

22  amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955  (69  Stat. 

23  671),  including  administration  by  the  United  States  De- 

24  partment  of  Agriculture,  $29,003,708;  and  payments 

25  authorized  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricultural 
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Marketing  Act,  the  Act  approved  August  14,  1946  (7 
U.  S.  C.  1628)  ,  $500,000;  in  all,  $29,503,708.  -  ; 

Penalty  mail:  For  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural 
experiment  stations,  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of 
1887,  as  amended,  $250,000. 

DISEASES  OF  ANIMALS  AND  POULTRY 

Eradication  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  in  the 
arrest  and  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest, 
contagious  pleuro-pneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infec¬ 
tious  diseases  of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar 
diseases  in  poultry,  and  for  foot-and-mouth  disease  and 
rinderpest  programs  undertaken  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  and  the  Act  of  May  29, 
1884,  as  amended  (7  IT.  S.  C.  391;  21  U.  S.  C.  111-122) , 
including  expenses  in  accordance  with  section  2  of  said 
Act  of  February  28,  1947,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from 
other  appropriations  or  funds  available  to  the  bureaus,  cor¬ 
porations,  or  agencies  of  the  Department  such  sums  as  he 
may  deem  necessary,  but  not  to  exceed  $1,270,000  for 
eradication  of  vesicular  exanthema  of  swine,  to  be  avail¬ 
able  only  in  an  emergency  which  threatens  the  livestock 
or  poultry  industry  of  the  country,  and  any  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  transferred  under  this  head  in  the  next 
preceding  fiscal  year  shall  bo  merged  with  such  transferred 
amounts :  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  subject 
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to  applicable  provisions  contained  in  the  item  “Salaries  and 
expenses,  Agricultural  Research  Service”. 

Extension  Service 

cooperative  extension  work,  payments  and 

EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico: 
For  payments  for  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work 
under  the  Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June 
26,  1953  (7  U.  S.  C.  341-348) ,  and  the  Act  of  August  11, 
1955  (69  Stat.  683-4),  $47,606,000;  and  payments  and 
contracts  for  such  work  under  section  204  (b)-205  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  0.  1623- 
1624),  $1,495,000;  in  all,  $49,101,000:  Provided,  That 
funds  hereby  appropriated  pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the 
Act  of  June  26,  1953,  shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State, 
Hawaii,  Alaska,  or  Puerto  Rico  prior  to  availability  of  an 
equal  sum  from  non-Federal  sources  for  expenditure  during 
the  current  fiscal  year. 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents:  For  cost  of  em¬ 
ployer’s  share  of  Federal  retirement  for  cooperative  extension 
employees,  $5,260,000. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $2,164,000. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
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Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26, 
1953  (7  U.  S.  0.  341-348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11, 
1955  (69  Stat.  683-4) ,  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1621-1627), 
and  to  coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the 
extension  work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States, 
Territories,  and  insular  possessions,  $2,096,540. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1926  (7  U.  S.  C.  451-457) ,  $578,000. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 
For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  research  and  service 
to  improve  and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating 
to  agriculture  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws, 
including  the  administration  of  marketing  regulatory  acts 
connected  therewith:  Provided,  That  appropriations  here¬ 
under  shall  he  available  pursuant  to  5  U.  S.  C.  565a  for  the 
construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  im¬ 
provements,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  erect¬ 
ing  any  one  building  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  except  for 
two  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not 
to  exceed  $20,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one 
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building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750 
or  3  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is 
greater : 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates:  For  re¬ 
search  and  development  relating  to  agricultural  marketing 
and  distribution,  for  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income 
and  population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  for  crop 
and  livestock  estimates,  and  for  acquisition  of  land, 
$14,041,700:  Provided,  That  not  less  than  $350,000 
of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  to  continue  to  gather  statistics  and  conduct  a 
special  study  on  the  price  spread  between  the  farmer  and  the 
consumer :  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein 
appropriated  shall  be  available  for  any  expense  incident  to 
ascertaining,  collating,  or  publishing  a  report  stating  the 
intention  of  farmers  as  to  the  acreage  to  be  planted  in  cotton, 
or  for  estimates  of  apple  production  for  other  than  the  com¬ 
mercial  crop; 

Marketing  services:  For  services  relating  to  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  for  carrying  out  regulatory  acts 
connected  therewith,  and  for  administration  and  coordination 
of  payments  to  States,  $14,274,900,  including  not  to 
exceed  $25,000  for  employment  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $50 
per  diem,  except  for  employment  in  rate  cases  at  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $100  per  diem  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
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706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  0.  574) ,  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.  S.  0.  55a) ,  in  carrying  out  section  201  (a)  to  201  (d) , 
inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938  (7  U.  S.  0.  1291)  and  section  203  (j)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES,  TERRITORIES,  AND  POSSESSIONS 
Tor  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus 
and  departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  mar¬ 
keting  activities  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  0.  1623  (b)), 

$1,160,000. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.  S.  0.  1751-1760), 
$100,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under  section  5  of  said 
Act. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  908) ,  and  for  enabling  the  Secretary 
to  coordinate  and  integrate  activities  of  the  Department  in 
connection  with  foreign  agricultural  work,  including  not  to 
H.  R.  7441 - 2 


10 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


exceed  $25,000  for  representation  allowances,  and  for  expenses 
pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August  3,  1956 
(70  Stat.  1034) ,  $3,902,300:  Provided ,  That  not  less  than 
$400,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  to  obtain  statistics  and  related  facts  on  foreign 
production  and  full  and  complete  information  on  methods 
used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities  in  world 
trade  on  a  competitive  basis. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 
Eor  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7 
U.  S.  C.  1-I7a),  $832,000. 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service 

ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  MARKETING  QUOTAS 
For  necessary  expenses  to  formulate  and  cany  out 
acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota  programs  pursuant 
to  provisions  of  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1301-1393),  $40,715,- 
000,  of  which  not  more  than  $6,380,100  shall  be  transferred 
to  the  appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  sec¬ 
tion  392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.  S.  C.  1101-1160) , 
$67,662,500,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next 
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succeeding  fiscal  year:  Provided,  That  expenditures  (includ¬ 
ing  transfers)  from  this  appropriation  for  other  than  pay¬ 
ments  to  sugar  producers  shall  not  exceed  $2,124,500. 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 
For  operating  and  administrative  expenses,  $6,376,700. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electrifi¬ 
cation  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  901-924),  as 
follows : 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed 
from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act  as  follows:  Rural 
electrification  program,  $179,000,000,  of  which  not  to 
exceed  $20,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  bor¬ 
rowed  under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent 
that  such  amount  is  required  during  the  fiscal  year  1958 
under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and 
orderly  development  of  the  rural  electrification  program; 
and  rural  telephone  program,  $60,000,000,  of  which  not  to 
exceed  $10,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  bor¬ 
rowed  under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent 
that  such  amount  is  required  during  the  fiscal  year  1958 
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1  under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and 

2  orderly  development  of  the  rural  telephone  program. 

3  salaries  and  expenses 

4  For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  to  exceed 

5  $500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  and  not  to  exceed 

6  $150,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 

7  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C. 

8  574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 

9  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) ,  $9,030,950. 

10  Farmers’  Home  Administration 

11  To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  titles  I,  II,  and 

12  the  related  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 

13  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  IT.  S.  0.  1000-1031)  ; 
II  the  Farmers’  Home  Administration  Act  of  1946  (7  IT.  S.  C. 

15  1001,  note;  31  U.  S.  C.  82h;  12  U.  S.  O.  371;  35  D.  O. 

16  Code  535;  60  Stat.  1062-1080)  ;  the  Act  of  July  30, 

17  1946  (40  U.  S.  C.  436-439)  ;  the  Act  of  August  28, 
16  1937,  as  amended  (16  U.  S.  C.  590r-590x — 3),  for  the 

19  development  of  facilities  for  water  storage  and  utilization 

20  in  the  arid  and  semiarid  areas  of  the  United  States;  the 

21  provisions  of  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 

22  (42  U.  S.  C.  1471-1483),  relating  to  financial  assistance 

23  for  farm  housing;  the  Kural  Rehabilitation  Corporation 

24  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3,  1950  (40  U.  S.  C. 

25  440-444)  ;  the  items  “Loans  to  farmers,  1948  flood  damage” 
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in  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948  (62  Stat.  1038),  and  “Loans 
to  farmers,  property  damage”  in  the  Act  of  May  24,  1949 
(63  Stat.  82)  ;  the  collecting  and  servicing  of  credit  sales 
and  development  accounts  in  water  conservation  and  utiliza  ¬ 
tion  projects  (53  Stat.  685,  719),  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented  (16  U.  S.  0.  590y,  z — 1  and  z — 10)  ;  and  the  Act 
to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  convey  certain 
mineral  interests,  approved  September  6,  1950  (7  U.  S.  O 
1033-1039),  as  follows: 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  (including  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  taxes 
under  section  50  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 
as  amended,  and  advances  incident  to  the  acquisition  and 
preservation  of  security  of  obligations  under  the  foregoing 
several  authorities,  except  that  such  advances  under  title  V 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  shall  be  made  from 
funds  obtained  under  section  511  of  that  Act,  as  amended)  : 
Title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $24,000,000,  of  which  not 
to  exceed  $2,500,000  may  be  distributed  to  States  and  Ter¬ 
ritories  without  regard  to  farm  population  and  prevalence 
of  tenancy,  in  addition  to  the  amount  otherwise  distributed 
thereto,  for  loans  in  reclamation  projects  and  to  entrymen 
on  unpatented  public  land;  title  II  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
H.  R.  7441 - 3 
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Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $180,000,000;  the  Act  of 
August  28,  1937,  as  amended,  $5,500,000:  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  the  foregoing  several  amounts  shall  be  bor¬ 
rowed  in  one  account  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  set  forth  under  this  head  in 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation  Act,  1952. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  making,  servicing,  and  collecting  loans  and  insured 
mortgages,  the  servicing  and  collecting  of  loans  made  under 
prior  authority,  the  liquidation  of  assets  transferred  to 
Farmers’  Home  Administration,  and  other  administrative 
expenses,  $29,089,500,  together  with  a  transfer  of  not  to 
exceed  $950,000  of  the  fees  and  administrative  expense 
charges  made  available  by  subsections  (d)  and  (e)  of  sec¬ 
tion  12  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.  S.  O.  1005  (b)  ),  and  section  10  (c)  of 
the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 
For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $2,943,000. 

Office  of  the  Secretary 
For  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture;  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission;  stationery,  supplies,  materials,  and  equipment; 
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freight,  express,  and  drayage  charges;  advertising  of  bids, 
communication  service,  postage,  washing  towels,  repairs  and 
alterations,  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses 
not  otherwise  provided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical 
and  efficient  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture; 
$2,640,660. 

Office  of  Information 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordi¬ 
nation  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized  by 
Congress  in  the  Department,  $1,367,500,  of  which  total 
appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000  may  be  used  for 
farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  interests 
of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country,  an 
equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  delivered 
to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the 
Senators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as 
they  shall  direct  (7  U.  S.  C.  417)  and  not  less  than  two 
hundred  thirty  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty  copies  for 
the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  part  2 
of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as  the  Yearbook 
of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73  of  the  Act  of 
January  12,  1895  (44  U.  S.  C.  241)  :  Provided ,  That  in 
the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  exhibits  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  not  exceeding  a  total  of  $10,000  may  be  used  for 
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employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706 
(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  0.  574),  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.  S.  0.  55a). 

Library 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  dues  for  library 
membership  in  societies  or  associations  which  issue  publica¬ 
tions  to  members  only  or  at  a  price  to  members  lower  than 
to  subscribers  who  are  not  members,  $772,000. 

Soil  and  Water  Conservation 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  soil  and  water  con¬ 
servation  programs  authorized  in  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.  S.  C.  590a- 
590q) ,  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act, 
as  amended  (16  U.  S.  C.  1001-1007),  the  Flood  Control 
Act,  as  amended  and  supplemented  (33  U.  S.  C.  701-709) , 
subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.  S.  C.  1831— 
1837  and  1802-1814) ,  the  Acts  of  May  10,  1939  (53  Stat. 
685,  719),  October  14,  1940  (16  U.  S.  C.  590y-z-10), 
as  amended  and  supplemented,  June  28,  1949  (63  Stat. 
277),  and  September  6,  1950  (7  U.  S.  C.  1033-1039), 
$535,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended :  Provided , 
That  not  to  exceed  $40,000,000  shall  be  available  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  in  carrying  out  sections  7-17  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  and  subtitles 
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1  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  of  which  not  less  than  $30,- 

2  000,000  may  be  transferred  to  the  appropriation  account 

3  “Local  administration,  section  388,  Agricultural  Adjustment 

4  Act  of  1938”:  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed 

5  $7,200,000  shall  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  ap- 

6  propriation  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Agricultural  Research 

7  Service,  Research”  for  soil  and  water  conservation  research, 

8  of  which  $1,200,000  shall  he  available  for  construction  of 

9  buildings  and  for  the  acquisition  of  necessary  land  therefor, 

10  and  not  to  exceed  $20,000  for  alterations  of  buildings, 

11  without  regard  to  limitations  prescribed  in  this  Act:  Pro- 

12  vided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  pur- 

13  suant  to  title  5,  United  States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the 

14  construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improve- 

15  ments,  but  unless  otherwise  provided  the  cost  of  constructing 

16  any  one  building  shall  not  exceed  $10,000  and  the  cost  of 

17  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  ex- 
16  ceed  $3,750  or  3  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building, 

19  whichever  is  greater;  not  to  exceed  $150,000  for  employ- 

20  ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of 

21  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574) ,  as  amended  by 

22  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ; 

23  and  for  the  temporary  employment  of  qualified  local  engi- 

24  neers  at  per  diem  rates  to  perform  the  technical  planning 

25  work:  Provided  further,  That  the  unexpended  balances  of 
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appropriations  heretofore  made  for  “Watershed  protection”, 
“Flood  prevention”,  and  “Water  conservation  and  utiliza¬ 
tion  projects”  shall  be  merged  with  this  appropriation:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  programs  included  hereunder  shall  he 
subject  to  the  following  additional  provisions: 

Agricultural  conservation  program:  This  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in  connection 
with  the  formulation  and  administration  of  the  1958  pro¬ 
gram  of  soil  building  and  soil  and  water  conservation  prac¬ 
tices  under  sections  7  to  15,  16  (a) ,  and  17  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended 
(amounting  to  $250,000,000,  including  administration,  and 
no  participant  shall  receive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where 
the  participants  from  two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join 
to  carry  out  approved  practices  designed  to  conserve  or 
improve  the  agricultural  resources  of  the  community)  ;  and 
for  the  purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any 
other  farming  material,  or  any  soil-terracing  services  and 
making  grants  thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid  them 
in  carrying  out  farming  practices  approved  by  the  Secretary 
under  programs  provided  for  herein.  Not  to  exceed  5  per 
centum  of  all  the  allocation  for  the  1958  agricultural  conser¬ 
vation  program  for  any  county  may,  on  the  recommendation 
of  such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  com¬ 
mittee,  be  withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation 
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Service  for  services  of  its  technicians  in  formulating  and 
carrying  out  the  agricultural  conservation  program  in  the 
participating  counties,  and  shall  not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  for  any  purpose  other  than  technical 
and  other  assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in  addition,  on 
the  recommendation  of  such  county  committee  and  approval 
of  the  State  committee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  be 
made  available  to  any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local  public 
agency  for  the  same  purpose  and  under  the  same  conditions. 

Conservation  reserve  program:  No  part  of  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  used  to  enter  into  contracts  with  producers 
which  together  with  contracts  already  entered  into  would  re¬ 
quire  payments  to  producers  (including  the  cost  of  mate¬ 
rials  and  services)  in  excess  of  $250,000,000  in  any  calendar 
year,  and  for  purposes  of  applying  this  limitation,  practice 
payments  shall  be  chargeable  to  the  first  year  of  the  contract 
period. 

Conservation  operations,  Soil  Conservation  Service : 
This  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  preparation  of  con¬ 
servation  plans  and  establishment  of  measures  to  conserve 
soil  and  water  (including  farm  irrigation  and  land  drainage 
and  such  special  measures  as  may  be  necessary  to  prevent 
floods  and  the  siltation  of  reservoirs)  ;  operation  of  conserva¬ 
tion  nurseries;  and  classification  and  mapping  of  soils:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  where  the  State 
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has  established  a  central  State  agency  authorized  to  enter 
into  agreements  with  the  United  States  or  any  of  its  agencies 
on  policies  and  general  programs  for  the  saving  of  its  soil 
by  the  extension  of  Federal  aid  to  any  soil  conservation  dis¬ 
trict  in  such  State  under  sections  1  to  6  of  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  the 
agreements  made  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  with 
any  such  soil  conservation  district  shall  have  the  prior 
approval  of  such  central  State  agency  before  they  shall 
become  effective  as  to  such  district. 

Flood  prevention:  No  part  of  the  funds  expended  in 
accordance  with  the  Flood  Control  Act,  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  shall  be  used  for  the  purchase  of  lands  in 
the  Yazoo  and  Little  Tallahatchie  watersheds  without  spe¬ 
cific  approval  of  the  county  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county 
in  which  such  lands  are  situated. 

Acreage  Reserve,  Soil  Bank 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  an  acreage  reserve 
program  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  subtitles  A  and 
C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.  S.  C.  1821-1824  and  1802- 
1814),  $600,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this 
appropriation  shall  be  used  to  formulate  and  administer  an 
acreage  reserve  program  with  respect  to  the  1958  crops, 
or  in  total  compensation  being  paid  to  any  one  producer 
in  excess  of  $2,500  with  respect  to  the  1958  crops. 
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TITLE  II— CORPORATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  cor¬ 
poration  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make 
such  contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal 
year  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  nec¬ 
essary  in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget 
for  the  fiscal  year  1958  for  such  corporation  or  agency, 
except  as  hereinafter  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 
Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corp oration :  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  of  administrative  and  operating 
expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

RESTORATION  OF  CAPITAL  IMPAIRMENT 

To  restore  the  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  determined  by  the  appraisal  of  June  30, 
1956,  pursuant  to  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  8,  1938, 
as  amended  (15  U.  S.  C.  713a-l),  $1,239,788,671. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out 
any  activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law :  Pro- 
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1  vided,  That  not  to  exceed  $34,398,000  shall  he  avail- 

2  able  for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Corporation  in- 

3  eluding  uniforms,  or  allowances  therefor,  as  authorized  hy 

4  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (5  U.  S.  C.  2131),  as 

5  amended:  Provided  further,  That  $1,000,000  of  this  author- 

6  ization  shall  be  available  only  to  expand  and  strengthen  the 

7  sales  program  of  the  Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  con- 

8  tained  in  the  Corporation’s  charter :  Provided  further,  That 

9  not  less  than  7  per  centum  of  tins  authorization  shall  be 

10  placed  in  reserve  to  be  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679 

11  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such 

12  amounts  and  at  such  time  as  may  become  necessaiy  to  carry 

13  out  program  operations:  Provided  further,  That  all  neces- 

14  sary  expenses  (including  legal  and  special  services  performed 

15  on  a  contract  or  fee  basis,  but  not  including  other  personal 

16  services)  in  connection  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  main- 

17  tenance,  improvement,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal 

18  property  belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has 

19  an  interest,  including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  col- 

20  lateral,  shall  be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  fo1 

21  the  purposes  hereof. 
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TITLE  III— SPECIAL  ACTIVITIES 

REIMBURSEMENTS  TO  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 
FOR  ADVANCES  FOR  ANIMAL  DISEASE  ERADICATION 
ACTIVITIES 

To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
authorized  transfers  through  June  30,  1956  (including  in¬ 
terest  through  June  30,  1957),  as  follows:  (1)  $1,853,450 
for  sums  transferred  to  the  appropriation  “Foot-and-mouth 
and  other  contagious  diseases  of  animals  and  poultry”,  fiscal 
year  1956,  for  eradication  activities,  pursuant  to  authority 
contained  under  such  head  in  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act, 
1956,  and  (2)  $16,728,210  for  sums  transferred  to  the 
appropriation  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Agricultural  Kesearch 
Sendee”,  fiscal  year  1956,  for  brucellosis  eradication,  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  204  (e)  of  the  Act  of  August  28,  1954, 
as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  397) . 

REIMBURSEMENT  TO  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION  FOR 
ADVANCES  FOR  GRADING  AND  CLASSING  ACTIVITIES 
For  reimbursement  to  Connnodity  Credit  Corporation 
for  sums  transferred  to  the  appropriation  “Marketing  re- 
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1  search  and  service”  through  June  30,  1956  (including  in- 

2  terest  thereon  through  June  30,  1957) ,  pursuant  to  the  Act 

3  of  August  31,  1951  (7  U.  S.  0.  414a) ,  for  grading  tobacco 

4  and  classing  cotton  without  charge  to  producers,  as  author- 

5  ized  by  law  (7  U.  S.  0.  473a,  51  Id) ,  $80,449. 

6  SPECIAL  COMMODITY  DISPOSAL  PROGRAMS 

7  To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 

8  authorized  costs  (including  interest  through  June  30,  1957) , 

9  as  follows:  (1)  $92,930,611  under  the  International  Wheat 

10  Agreement  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1641- 

11  1642)  ;  (2)  $94,483,518  for  commodities  disposed  of  for 

12  emergency  famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples  pursuant  to 

13  title  II  of  the  Act  of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C. 

14  1703,  1721-1724)  ;  and  (3)  $637,000,000  for  the  sale  of 

15  surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign  currencies  pur- 
10  suant  to  title  I  of  the  Act  of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7 

17  U.  S.  C.  1701-1709). 

18  TITLE  IV— RELATED  AGENCIES 

19  Farm  Credit  Administration 

20  Not  to  exceed  $2,200,000  (from  assessments  collected 

21  from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the 

22  current  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 

23  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation 

24  The  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  is  authorized 

25  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  available  funds  and  in 
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accordance  with  law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  liquidate  its 
assets:  Provided,  That  funds  realized  from  the  liquidation 
of  assets  which  are  determined  by  the  Board  of  Directors 
to  be  in  excess  of  the  requirements  for  expenses  of  liquida¬ 
tion  shall  be  applied  first  to  the  retirement  of  the  remaining 
Government  investment  in  the  capital  stock  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration  and  then  to  dividends  which  shall  be  paid  into 
the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

Federal  Intermediate  Credit  Banks 
Not  to  exceed  $3,375,000  (to  be  computed  on  an  ac¬ 
crual  basis)  of  the  funds  of  the  banks  shall  be  available  for 
administrative  expenses,  including  the  purchase  of  not  to 
exceed  six  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only 
and  services  performed  for  the  hanks  by  other  Government 
agencies  (except  services  and  facilities  furnished  and  exam¬ 
inations  made  by  the  Farm  Credit  Administration,  and 
services  performed  by  any  Federal  Reserve  bank  and  by 
the  United  States  Treasury  in  connection  with  the  financial 
transactions  of  the  banks)  ;  and  said  total  sum  shall  be  exclu¬ 
sive  of  interest  expense,  legal  and  special  services  performed 
on  a  contract  or  fee  basis,  and  expenses  in  connection  with 
the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improvement,  pro¬ 
tection,  or  disposition  of  real  or  personal  property  belonging 
to  the  banks  or  in  which  they  have  an  interest. 
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TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  501.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law, 
appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  552 
passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only,  and  for  the 
hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  502.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  503.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended 
(5  U.  S.  G.  2131). 

Sec.  504.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee 
of  the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on 
behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 
bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  he  issued,  any  prediction, 
oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 
or  caused  by  bisects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices  of 
cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  505.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 
incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  wffiere  no  suitable 
domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appro- 
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priated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of 
twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced 
outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  506.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropria¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  and  July  28,  1954 
(7  U.  S.  C.  427,  1621-1629),  shall  be  available  for  con¬ 
tracting  in  accordance  with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  507.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  or  of  the  funds  available  for  expenditure  by  any 
corporation  or  agency  included  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  for 
publicity  or  propaganda  purposes  to  support  or  defeat  legis¬ 
lation  pending  before  the  Congress. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘'Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  U arm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act, 
1958”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  May  15,  1957. 

Attest :  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administra¬ 
tion  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1958, 
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I0USE 

1.  FOREIGN  TRADE;  SURPLUS  DISPOSAL./  The  Rules  Committee  reported  an  open  rule 
waiving  points  of  order  on  H.En  6974,  to  extendXdie  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (Public  Law  480)  vox  one  year.  pp.  D492, 

A4396,  A4398 

2.  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  reported 

with  amendment  H.R.  5678  (a  clean  bill  is  to  be  introdued),,  to  make  automatic 
the  provision  for  protection  of  unused  acreage  allotment  nistory  during  the 
period  of  the  Soil  .Bank.  pp.  D491-92 

3.  LOANS.  Received /-from  the  Budget  Bureau  a  proposed  bill  "to  insOre  greater 
consistency  amdng  Federal  loan  programs,  to  avoid  hidden  subsidies,  and  to 
achieve  more /Effective  coordination  between  Federal  loan  programs  and  the  fiscal 
and  credit  policies  of  the  Federal  Government";  to  Ways  and  Means  Cdmmittee. 
p.  7526 

SENATE 


APPROPRIATIONS. 
Appropriations 


The  Agriculture  Subcommittee  ordered  reported  to  the  full 
Committee  H.R.  7441.  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill,  p.  D4£0 


Sen,  Johnson  inserted  a  summary  of  Senate  reductions  in  appropriation  bill 

for  1958  as  of  June  5.  p.  7468 


2 


SEARCH.  S.  Res.  131,  to  print  the  report  of  the  Commission  on  Increased 
ndustrial  Use  of  Agricultural  Products,  was  reconsidered  and  agreed  to  with 
aK  amendment  providing  that  the  report  be  printed,  p.  7466 


FOREIGN  TRADE.  Passed  without  amendment  H.R.  4136,  extending  for  5  years , 
1963,  \he  power  of  the  Export- Import  Bank  to  make  loans,  pp.  7467,  7472, 
7480-l.\This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 


7.  BUDGETING.  \Passed  as  reported  S.  434,  to  authorize  budgeting  on  an  accrued 
expenditures^basis.  pp.  7468-71 


8.  DISEASE  INSPECTION.  Sens.  Humphrey  and  Thye  urged  a  review  of  procedures 
used  in  brucellosis  inspection  which  they  asserted  were  slowing  up  the  fight 
on  brucellosis  and.  the  discovery  of  reactors,  pp.  7474-5 


9.  REORGANIZATION.  Passkd  without  amendment  S.  1791,  extendin, 
Act  of  1949  until  Juntkl,  1959.  pp.  7485-6 


10.  WILDERNESS.  Sen.  Morse  criticized  the  reduction  made 
Wilderness  Area  and  urged  X  review  of  wilderness  pro 
speech  by  the  Chief  of  the  forest  Service  on  1  The  N 
System. n  pp.  7509-11 


11. 


BUILDINGS.  The  Subcommittee  on 
to  the  Public  Works  Committee  a 
Contract  Act  of  1954.  p.  D491 


12. 


the  Reorganization 


in  the  Three  Sisters 
:dures.  He  inserted  a 
:ional  Forest  Wilderness 


ic  Buildings/and  Grounds  agreed  to  report 
1  to  amend  the  Public  3uil dings  Purchase 


ELECTRIFICATION;  RECLAMATION;  TAX  AMORTIZATION.  Sen.  Morse  inserted  a  petition 
urging  a  high  dam  at  Hells  Canyon  and  a\j<ews  article  on  the  Idaho  Power  Co. 
tax  amortization  situation,  p.  7444 

Sen.  Church  inserted  an  editorial7  criticizing  the  White  House  stand  on 
Pacific  Northwest  resources  development  as  Contradictory,  and  several  letters 
on  the  Pleasant  Valley  Dam  proposal^  pp.  746Q-2 

Sen.  Neuberger  inserted  two  sucticles  on  th^  urgent  need  of  Ore.  for 
power,  and  urged  a  new  priority  System  for  industrial  uses  of  power,  pp. 
7462-3  /  \ 

Received  from  the  Interior  Department  supplemental  data  to  its  report 
on  the  Trinity  River  section^  Central  Valley  project^  p.  7442 

Sen.  Goldwater  inserted  a  statement  on  the  cost  tp  the  U.S.  of  the  Idaho 
Power  Co.  tax  writeoff  certificates,  stating  that  the  figures  given  were 
arrived  at  by  '  mathematical  legerdemain."  pp.  7482-3 

Sen.  Neuberger  inserted  two  editorials  criticizing  tl  fast  tax  writeoff 
given  the  Idaho  Power/Co.  pp.  7506-7 

Sen.  Norse  insetted  an  editorial  supporting  his  positiori  >n  the  Idaho 
Power  Co.  tax  amortization  certificates,  and  another  supporti  r  his  stand  on 
criticism  of  the /^resident .  p.  7511 

Sen.  Morse/inserted  an  editorial  "Hells  Canyon  and  Taxes, "  whfch  urged 
that  rapid  ampttization  be  abandoned,  p.  7512 


13.  EXPENDITURES/  PERSONNEL.  The  Joint  Committee  on  Reduction  of  Nonessent 
Federal  Expenditures  submitted  its  report  on  Federal  employment  and  paj 
April.  ]*p.  7444-3 


14.  FARM  BUREAU.  Sen.  Wiley  inserted  excerpts  from  the  Wis.  Farm  Bureau's  news-' 
paper  commemorating  the  dedication  of  its  new  State  office  building,  pp. 


7455-7 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committees  reported:  Agriculture,  Independent  Offices,  and 
Labor-HEir  appropriation  bills  ,\  Mutual  security  authorization  bill. 


l 


1.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.R. 

7441,  the  Agricultural  appropriation  bill  (p.  D501 ),  Representatives  of  the 
Department  agencies  have  been  advised  in  detail  of  the  Committee's  actions  on 
the  estimates  for  the  Department.  Copies  of  the  bill,  committee  report,  and 
hearings  will  be  distributed  directly  to  the  agency  budget  offices,  as  soon 
as  received,  pursuant  to  a  distribution  list  that  has  been  worked  out  with  the 
Department  agencies.  The  agencies  will  receive  the  material  at  the  same  time 
this  office  will  receive  it.  The  material  will  not  be  distributed  from  this 
office.  In  general,  copies  should  be  obtained  from  the  agency  budget  offices 
rather  than  from  this  office.  At  the  end  of  this  Digest  is  a  summary  of  the 

Committee  actions.  _  v 

The  Appropriations  C ommi 1 1 e^  orde r e 3Tre po rted_wl th" “Imendrnen t s  x KeTol lowing 
bills: 

H.r/ 6070,  1958  independent  offices  appropriation  bill,  providing^  total 
of  $4,0/8,224,800,  a  decrease  of  $6,976,900  from  the  House-passed  total  of 
$5,3^5,201,700.  p.  D501  \ 

H.R.  6287,  1958  Labor  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  appropriation  bills 
providing  a  total  of  $2,885,290,781,  an  increase  of  $38,459,200  over  the 
ouse-passed  total  of  $2,846,831,581.  p.  D501 
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2AF0REIGN  AID.  The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  ordered  reported  with  amendments 
\S.  2130,  the  proposed  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1957.  As  approved  by  the 
Committee  the  bill  would  reduce  the  total  authorization  requests  by  a  net 
of\?227. 3  million,  pp.  D501-2 


3. 


SAFETY^  S.  931,  to  provide  for  reorganization  of  the  safety  functions  of/the 
Government,  was  reported  without  amendment  by -the  Government  Operation ^/Com¬ 
mittee  o^i  June  5  (S.  Rept.  403).  This  bill  creates  in  the  Labor  Department  a 
Federal  Safety  Division  to  direct  and  coordinate  all  safety  educational 
programs  and  related  loss-prevention  procedures  conducted  by  the  various 
Federal  agencies  and  to  carry  out  the  present  functions  of  the  Federal  Safety 
Council;  requires  Federal  agencies  to  include  in  their  budget  estimates,  for 
safety  activities,  amounts  at  least  equal  to  those  recommended/by  the  Labor 
Department,  unless  the  departments  concerned  state  in  writing  to  the  Labor 
Department  and  theVBudget  Bureau  their  reasons  for  not  doing  so;  and  imposes 
penalties  for  falsifying  or  concealing  facts  relative  to  injury  or  death  of 
persons  compensable  under  the  Federal  Employees'  Compensation  Act. 


5. 


HOUSE 


C 


4.  FORESTRY.  Received  from  GAO 'the  first  report  on  t 

Service  for  1955-56;  to  Government  Operations  Committee. 


audit  of  the  Forest 
p.  7638 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  McCormack  announce d/fchat  the  following  measures  will 
be  considered  as  soon  as  the  civiKrights  bill  is  disposed  of,  possibly  this 
week:  Conference  report  on  H.R.  7z2l,  the /third  supplemental  appropriation 
bill;  H.R.  6974,  to  extend  Public  La\480/  S.  469,  to  extend  termination 
date  of  Federal  supervision  over  KlamaBlr  Indians;  and  H.R.  7163,  the  Federal 
construction  contract  procedures  bill./p.  7628 


6.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon. ,  June  10. 


S  IN  APPEND I 


7.  STATEHOOD.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Dawson  iii\  ivor  of  Alaskan  statehood 
and  commenting  on  provisions' of  the  bill.  pp.  A44  S-6 


8. 


of  of  Foreign-Aid 
ort  on  foreign  aid 


FOREIGN  AID.  Rep.  Gary  inserted  an  editorial,  ’More  Pil 
Waste-,11  on  the  House  Government  Operations  Committee 
operations,  p.  A4467 

Extension  of  retrfarks  of  Rep.  Smith  urging  the  expansion  of  the  technical 
assistance  program  on  a  long-term  basis,  p. 34467 

Rep.  Haley  inserted  a  letter  from  a  constituent  protesting  the  size  of 
the  budget  and  ^Ontinued  foreign  aid.  p.  A4471 

Rep.  SulliVan  inserted  a  letter  from  a  Postal  employee  contending  that 
foreign  aid  should  be  suspended  if  the  Government  couldn’t  afford 'to  give  its 
workers  a  pay  increase.  pp.  A4480-1  to 

Rep.  JBosch  inserted  a  column  relating/certain  foreign  aid  expenditures 
wizinff  t’liA  nvr>CMT.am  n  A4481 


and  criticizing  the  program,  p. 


10. 


9.  BUDGET/  Rep.  Coad  inserted  an  editorial,  '  Who  Is  In  Charge  Down  There?1  , 
crit/cizing  the  administration's  stand  on  the  budget,  pp.  A4469-70 


T^X  AMORTIZATION  ;  ELECTRIFICATION.  Rep.  Ullman  inserted  two  articles  concerniri* 
:he  fast  tax  writeoff  granted  the  Idaho  Power  Co.  pp.  A4470-1 
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AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 
RESEARCH 

"....The  Committee  recommends  $58,794,890  for  research,  an  increase  of 
$9,800,000  above  the  House  bill.  This  increase  consists  of  $2  million  for  utili¬ 
zation  research  and  to  strengthen  research  in  carrot  breeding,  and  $7,700,000 
for  soil  and  water  conservation  research.  The  House  bill  included  $7,200,000  for 
soil  and  water  conservation  under  a  consolidated  appropriation  of  'Soil  and  \?ater 
conservation'  which  the  Committee  has  stricken  from  the  bill. 

"The  Committee  approves  the  construction  of  buildings  and  laboratory  facili¬ 
ties  in  the  budget  estimate  and  has  approved  the  establishment  of  three  new  soil 
and  water  laboratory  facilities:  1  to  be  located  in  one  of  the  'Reclamation 
States'  as  defined  in  the  Reclamation  Act  of  1902,  as  amended;  1  in  the  Midwest, 
and  1  for  Mississippi  which  shall  be  chosen  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  after 
his  investigation  and  consultation  with  all  interested  groups,  interested  educa¬ 
tional  institutions,  and  other  parties.  The  Committee  has  also  approved  construc¬ 
tion  of  facilities  needed  at  the  Southern  Piedmont  Soil  Conservation  Experiment 
Station  together  with  funds  to  strengthen  existing  research  at  the  station. 

\  "The  Committee  recommends  the  following  proviso  be  stricken: 

Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $25,000  shall  be  available  for 
alterations  of  buildings,  without  regard  to  limitations 
prescribed  herein 

"The  following  proviso  is  inserted  to  provide  authorization  to  carry  out 
construction  and  alterations  authorized: 

Provided,  That  the  limitations  contained  herein  shall  not  apply 
to  $1,955,000  for  the  construction  of  buildings  or  to  replacement 
of  buildings  needed  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1943 
(21  U.  S.  C.  113a). ‘ 

PLANT  AND  ANIMAL  DISEASE  AND  PEST  CONTROL 

"The  Committee  recommends  $26,082,000,  an  increase  of  $400,000  over  the  House 
bill,  to  strengthen  plant  quarantine  at  ports  of  entry. 

"The  partial  restoration  is  $870,000  below  the  budget  estimate.' 

)  FIRE  ANT 

"The  Committee  recommends  that  the  Department  undertake  an  eradication  program 
on  the  fire  ant.  It  now  has  legislative  authority  to  do  so  and  the  Committee 
expects  to  receive  proposals  and  plans  on  this  program." 

SCREWWORM  ERADICATION 

"The  Committee  increased  funds  2  years  ago  to  step  up  research  on  eradication 
of  the  screwworm.  It  understands  the  Department  now  has  completed  its  research 
on  eradication  methods  and  procedures. 

"The  State  of  Florida  which  has  recently  suffered  its  greatest  loss  from  this 
pest  since  1933  and  has  appropriated  substantial  funds  to  participate  in  cost 
sharing  for  an  eradication  program.  The  Committee  requests  the  Department  to  pro¬ 
vide  it  with  a  report  on  its  plans  and  recommendations  for  undertaking  an  eradi¬ 
cation  program." 


STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS 

"For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations  for  research  $30,503,703  is 
recommended  which  is  $1,000,000  above  the  House  bill,  a  partial  restoration  of  an 
increase  of  $4,500,000  requested  in  the  budget  estimates." 


EXTENSION  SERVICE 


COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

"The  Committee  recommends  $50,365,000,  an  increase  of  $1,764,000  over  the 
House  bill  and  $3,500,000  below  the  budget  estimate. 

"Not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  the  increase  of  $1,764,000  may  be  expended  for 
rural  development  work  in  States  which  heretofore  have  had  no  rural  development 
program. ' 

AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  SERVICE 
MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  AGRICULTURAL  ESTIMATES 

"The  Committee  recommends  $14,141,700,  an  increase  of  $100,000  over  the  House 
bill,  and  $1,340,800  below  the  increases  requested  in  the  budget. 

"The  partial  restoration  of  $100,000  is  recommended  to  continue  weekly  weather 
crop  reports  and  to  improve  estimates  of  poultry  laying  flocks  and  egg  production. 

"The  Committee  wishes  to  facilitate  in  every  possible  way  research  on  pro¬ 
duction  and  marketing.  It  doubts  the  advisability  of  such  projects  as  recently 
reported  under  'Highway  transportation  barriers'  and  requests  the  agency  to  care-  ( 
fully  review  its  research  projects  so  as  to  undertake  only  those  projects  which  are 
essential  and  proper." 

MARKETING  SERVICES 

*■  • , 

"The  Committee  recommends  $14,324,900,  an  increase  of  $50,000  over  the  House 
bill  and  $861,000  below  the  budget  estimate. 

"The  increase  of  $50,000  is  a  partial  restoration  of  $178,000  requested  to 
strengthen  administration  of  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act.  The  Committee  believes 
that  administration  of  this  act  should  be  continued  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

"The  Committee  is  advised  the  livestock  market  at  Sioux  Falls,  S.  Dak.,  has 
recently  been  placed  in  category  I,  and  believes  it  deserves  treatment  similar  to 
other  markets  in  this  category." 

FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE 

"The  Committee  recommends  $4,052,300,  an  increase  of  $150,000  over  the  House  C 
bill  and  $331,200  below  the  budget  estimate. 

"The  partial  restoration  of  $150,000  will  enable  the  agency  to  carry  out  home 
leave  requirements  customarily  granted  to  employees  after  2-year  tours  of  service 
abroad. 

"The  Committee  has  also  approved  the  following  proviso  in  the  budget  estimate, 
and  stricken  in  the  House.  The  proviso  authorizes  the  agency  to  carry  out  activi¬ 
ties  which  heretofore  were  provided  by  authority  in  State  Department  Appropriation 
Acts  and  which  will  not  be  available  after  June  30,  1957. 

Provided  further,  That  provisions  of  the  Act  of  August  1,  1956 
(70  Stat.  890-892),  and  provisions  of  a  similar  nature  in 
appropriation  acts  of  the  Department  of  Rtate  for  the  current 
and  subsequent  fiscal  years  which  facilitates  the  work  of  the 
Foreign  Service  shall  be  applicable  to  funds  available  to  the 
Foreign  Agricultural  Service." 

COMMODITY  STABILIZATION  SERVICE 

'  This  agency  is  responsible  for  administration  of  the  acreage  and  allotment 
programs,  price  support,  soil  bank,  and  related  program  activities  which  are 
carried  out  through  the  State  ASC  and  county  committees,  and  except  for  the  soil 
bank  has  had  several  years  of  experience  in  formulating  and  conducting  these  programs. 


7 


’’Last  year  the  Committee  approved  funds  to  increase  salaries  and  strengthen 
qualifications  of  county  committee  employees.  Adequate  compensation  for  county 
employees  is  essential  to  the  recruitment  and  retention  of  qualified  employees. 

The  Committee  has  found  that  salary  increases  granted  have  not  resulted  in  a 
corresponding  increase  in  qualification  requirements  comparable  with  other  local 
agricultural  activities. 

"In  order  to  achieve  efficiency  from  county  committee  personnel  it  is  essential 
that  they  be  provided  with  timely  and  clear-cut  procedures  to  facilitate  county 
office  operations. 

"The  Committee  believes  significant  savings  can  be  made  by  consolidating, 
simplifying,  and  standardizing  forms  and  procedures.  County  committees  should  be 
provided  with  the  details  of  program  changes  concurrently  with  their  announcement 
by  the  Washington  office  and  thereby  eliminate  delays  and  administrative  costs 
which  result  from  inability  of  county  committees  to  promptly  advise  farmers  of 
program  changes.  The  performance  checking  procedures  should  be  revised  to  reduce 
the  administrative  cost  and  to  curtail  unneeded  multiple  performance  checking. 

"The  Committee  recommends  that  in  administering  the  administrative  expense 
limitations  for  programs  carried  out  by  State  and  county  ASC  committees  that  the 
intent  of  limitations  be  carried  out  in  order  to  provide  the  required  amount  of 
funds  necessary  to  strengthen  State  and  county  operations." 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

"The  Committee  recommends  $2,654,060,  an  increase  of  $23,400,  over  the  House 
bill,  and  $61,940  below  the  budget  estimate. 

"The  partial  restoration  of  $23,400  x^ill  enable  this  office  to  meet  mandatory 
increases  resulting  from  the  Federal  executive  pay  law  (Public  Law  854)  and  may 
provide  sufficient  funds  to  permit  better  coordination  and  leadership  to  the  rural 
development  program." 


SOIL  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION  PROGRAMS 

"The  House  bill  provided  a  consolidation  of  appropriations  for  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service,  the  new  Great  Plains  program,  the  agricultural  conservation 
program,  the  conservation  reserve  program  of  the  soil  bank,  and  for  research  on 
coil  and  water  conservation.  The  House  bill  provided  a  lump-sum  appropriation  of 
^535  million  to  meet  budget  activities  totaling  six. 

"The  Committee  fully  agrees  with  the  House  on  the  need  for  closer  coordination 
between  these  programs.  It  believes  the  Department  should  make  every  effort  to 
coordinate  and  bring  about  effective  and  efficient  administration  of  related 
programs. 

"The  Committee  believes  that  Congress  has  the  responsibility  for  making  a 
determination  of  fund  requirements  for  individual  program  activities  and  has 
therefore  stricken  the  entire  section  under  ’Soil  and  water  conservation  beginning 
on  page  16,  after  line  9,  through  line  16  of  page  20,  and  has  inserted  appropriate 
appropriation  heads  and  language  to  restore  the  individual  items  contained  in  the 
budget  estimates  and  as  modified  by  committee  amendments;" 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 
CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 

".The  Committee  recommends  $73,545,000,  an  increase  of  $o, 045, 000  over  1957,  as 
requested  in  the  budget  estimates. 

"Of  the  increase  of  $6,045,000,  the  amount  of  $3,351,750  is  for  retirement 
/contributions  with  a  net  increase  of  $2,693,250  to  provide  technical  assistance  to 
(new  soil  conservation  districts,  to  accelerate  soil  surveys  and  extend  technical 
assistance  to  low  income  farms." 
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WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

’’The  Committee  recommends  $25,500,000,  the  budget  estimate,  an  increase  of 
$3,000,000  over  1957.  The  Committee  is  advised  that  $4,500,000  will  be  carried 
over  from  1957,  making  $30,000,000  available  for  next  year's  program." 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 


"The  Committee  recommends  $13,220,000,  the  budget  estimate,  an  increase  of 
$1,220,000  over  1957,  to  accelerate  installation  of  works  of  improvement. 

"The  Committee  has  considered  the  question  of  funds  required  for  the  Chickasha 
Reservoir  project.  It  understands  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  have  agreed  that  $243,747  of  the  $2,743,333  to  be  available 
for  the  Washita  project  would  be  required  to  construct  a  multipurpose  reservoir 
on  Spring  Creek  by  the  city  of  Chickasha,  Okla.  The  Committee  agrees  to  the  joint 
recommendation  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and  Corps  of  Engineers  as  to  the 
desirability  of  this  construction  and  recommends  the  construction  agreed  upon." 


WATER  CONSERVATION  AND  UTILIZATION  PROJECTS 

"The  Committee  recommends  $350,000,  the  budget  estimate,  an  increase  of 
$118,000  over  1957,  to  continue  land  development  on  the  project  at  Eden,  Wyo." 


GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 


"The  Committee  recommends  $10,000,000,  a  decrease  of  $10,000,000  below  the 
budget  estimate  of  $20,000,000. 

"The  amount  recommended  will  enable  the  Department  to  inaugurate  this  program 
for  which  plans  have  not  yet  been  formulated.7 


AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM  SERVICE 


"The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $212,000,000  to  finance  the 
1957  program  of  $250,000,000  which  was  authorized  in  the  1957  appropriation  act. 
There  is  a  balance  of  $33,000,000  available  under  the  1955  program  to  provide  the 
full  $250,000,000  required.  / 

"The  Committee  recommends  an  advance  authorization  of  $250,000,000  for  the 
1953  program. 

"The  Committee  has  provided  an  administrative  expense  limitation  of  $24,698,00Q 
of  which  not  more  than  $5,025,300  may  be  transferred  to  section  392  for  costs  of 
National  and  State  administration.  This  is  the  amount  provided  for  1957  and  is 
$1,704,400  below  the  budget  estimate. 

"The  Committee  has  restored  the  limitation  of  $1,500  which  any  participant  may 
receive  from  the  program.  This  restores  the  amount  in  the  law  for  1957,  and  the 
amount  requested  in  the  budget  estimate;  and  strikes  out  an  amendment  inserted  in 
the  House  to  increase  the  limitation  on  payments  from  $1,500  to  $2,500." 


SOIL  BANK  PROGRAMS 


CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 

"The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $162,940,000  for  fiscal  1953 
to  make  annual  and  practice  payments,  and  to  administer  the  program.  The  revised 
budget  requested  $293,326,660,  and  the  amount  recommended  is  $135,836,660  below 
the  estimates.  In  fiscal  1957  the  program  was  financed  from  capital  funds  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  in  the  Soil  Bank  Act,  1956. 
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"The  Committee  recommends  $18,000,000  for  administrative  and  technical 
expenses,  and  of  this  amount  not  to  exceed  $4,500,000  may  be  used  for  State  and 
National  office  administration. 

"The  Committee  agrees  with  the  House  that  the  $5,000,000  proposed  for 
expansion  of  nurseries  V7ill  not  be  needed  due  to  the  slow  rate  of  signup  for 
practices  requiring  seedling  stock. 

"The  House  bill  provided  a  limitation  on  the  program  of  $250,000,000.  The 
Committee  recommends  a  program  limitation  of  $350,000,000,  an  increase  of 
$100,000,000  above  the  House  bill. 

"The  Committee  has  inserted  the  following  proviso: 

Provided  further,  That  the  average  annual  rental  payment  per 
acre  shall  not  exceed  $7.50  per  acre  for  conservation  reserve 
contracts  entered  into  thirty  days  after  approval  of  this  Act. 

"The  Committee  recommendation  is  made  to  provide  more  realistic  annual 
payment  rates  under  the  program.  The  formula  used  by  the  Department  has  resulted 
in  establishing  rates  too  high  in  some  States,  particularly  for  long-term  contracts. 

"The  Committee  believes  this  program  has  merit  if  carefully  administered  to 
avoid  abuses  and  participation  for  speculative  purposes  which  have  been  reported 
to-  the  Committee." 

ACREAGE  RESERVE  PROGRAM 

"The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $600,000,000,  the  same  amount  as 
the  House  bill,  and  a  decrease  of  $101,173,340  from  the  budget  estimate  of  ... 
$701,173,340. 

"The  Committee  recommends  not  to  exceed  $34,500,000  for  administrative  expenses. 
It  is  expected  that  with  experience  gained  in  developing  and  administering  the 
1956  and  1957  programs  that  some  of  this  limitation  will  be  available  for  program 

Committee  recommends  that  the  following  proviso  in  the  House  bill 
on  page  20,  line  21  after  the  colon  be  stricken: 

Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  to 
formulate  and  administer  an  acreage  reserve  program  with  respect 
to  the  1958  crops;  or  in  total  compensation  being  paid  to  any 
one  producer  in  excess  of  $2,500  with  respect  to  the  1958  crops 
Committee  recommends  insertion  of  the  following  provisions: 

Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $34,500,000  of  the  total  sum 
provided  under  this  head  shall  be  available  for  administrative 
expenses:  Provided  further.  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 

shall  be  used  to  formulate  and  administer  an  acreage  reserve 
program  which  would  result  in  total  compensation  being  paid 
to  producers  in  excess  of  $500,000,000  with  respect  to  the  1958 
crops,  or  in  total  compensation  being  paid  to  any  one  producer 
in  excess  of  $5,000  with  respect  to  the  1953  crops 
Committee  amendment  provides  authorization  to  formulate  and  administer  a 
program  for  1953  crops  of  not  to  exceed  $500,000,000. 

"Under  present  circumstances  there  appears  to  be  little  or  no  possibility  of 
getting  new  farm  legislation  approved  during  this  session  of  Congress.  There  is 
some  doubt  that  the  acreage  reserve  program  will  achieve  its  objective  of  reducing 
surpluses.  The  Department  has  requested  restoration  of  a  $750,000,000  program  for 
1958. 

"The  Committee  recommendation  will  provide  authority  to  plan  a  1953  program, 
but  unless  the  1957  program  proves  to  be  more  successful  than  anticipated  it  is 
doubtful  that  authorization  will  be  given  for  a  1959  program. 

"The  Committee  recommendation  provides  an  opportunity  to  the  legislative 
committees,  and  to  the  Department  to  evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  the  acreage 
reserve  program,  and  provide  new  legislation  prior  to  this  committee's  action  on  the 
1959  program.” 
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SENATE 


85th  Congress 
1st  Session 


i 


Calendar  No.  422 

j  Report 

1  No.  415 


AGRICULTURAL  AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION 
APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1958 


June  7,  1957. — Ordered  to  be  printed 
Filed  under  authority  of  the  order  of  the  Senate  of  May  13,  1957 


Mr.  Russell,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R,.  7441] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.  R.  7441)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1958,  and  for  other  purposes,  report  the  same  to  the  Senate  with 
various  amendments  and  present  herewith  information  relative  to 
the  changes  made: 

Amount  of  bill  as  passed  House  (direct  appropria¬ 


tions) _ $3,692,889,757 

Amount  of  decrease  by  Senate  committee  (net) -  24,  157,  600 

Amount  of  bill  as  reported  to  Senate -  3,  668,  732,  157 

Amount  of  appropriations,  1957 -  2,  026,  689,  968 

Amount  of  estimates  for  1958 -  3,  965,  446,  617 

The  bill  as  reported  to  the  Senate: 

Over  the  appropriations  for  1957 -  L  642,  042,  189 

Under  the  estimates  for  1958 -  296,  714,  460 
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General  Statement 

The  amount  of  the  bill  as  it  passed  the  House  was  $3,692,889,757, 
of  which  $1,610,024,848  is  appropriated  for  regular  activities, 
$1,239,788,671  is  appropriated  for  restoration  of  capital  impairment 
to  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  and  $843,076,238  is  appropriated  • 
for  special  activities  to  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

The  Senate  committee  recommends  increases  of  $13,287,400  and 
decreases  of  $37,445,000  for  a  net  decrease  of  $24,157,600. 

The  net  increase  of  $1,642,042,189  in  the  bill  compared  with 
appropriations  for  1957  is  comprised  primarily  of  $762,940,000  for 
soil  bank  activities,  which  for  1957  were  financed  from  capital  funds 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation;  and  an  increase  of  $297,501,493 
to  restore  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
for  realized  losses  sustained  in  fiscal  year  1956. 

There  is  an  increase  over  1957  in  “Special  activities”  of  $572,226,556 
for  reimbursements  to  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  primarily  for 
sales  for  foreign  currencies  under  Public  Law  480,  approved  July  10,  f 
1954;  for  the  international  wheat  agreement;  for  emergency  famine^ 
relief  to  friendly  peoples,  and  for  animal  disease  eradication  programs. 

The  bill  carries  an  increase  over  1957  of  $19,399,515  for  mandatory 
retirement  fund  contributions  pursuant  to  Public  Law  854,  approved 
July  31,  1956. 

TITLE  I— REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

RESEARCH 

The  committee  recommends  $58,794,890  for  research,  an  increase 
of  $9,800,000  above  the  House  bill.  This  increase  consists  of  $2  million 
for  utilization  research  and  to  strengthen  research  in  carrot  breeding, 
and  $7,800,000  for  soil  and  water  conservation  research.  The  House 
bill  included  $7,200,000  for  soil  and  water  conservation  under  a  con¬ 
solidated  appropriation  of  “Soil  and  water  conservation”  which  the 
committee  has  stricken  from  the  bill. 

The  committee  approves  the  construction  of  buildings  and  labora¬ 
tory  facilities  in  the  budget  estimate  and  has  approved  the  establish-^ 
ment  of  three  new  soil  and  water  laboratory  facilities :  1  to  be  located* 
in  one  of  the  “Reclamation  States”  as  defined  in  the  Reclamation  Act 
of  1902,  as  amended;  1  in  the  Midwest;  and  1  for  Mississippi  the  site 
for  which  shall  be  chosen  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  after  his 
investigation  and  consultation  with  all  Interested  groups,  interested 
educational  institutions,  and  other  parties.  The  committee  has  also 
approved  construction  of  facilities  needed  at  the  Southern  Piedmont 
Soil  Conservation  Experiment  Station  together  with  funds  to  strengthen 
existing  research  at  the  station. 

The  committee  recommends  the  following  proviso  be  stricken: 

Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $25,000  shall  be  available  for 
alterations  of  buildings,  without  regard  to  limitations 
prescribed  herein 

The  following  proviso  is  inserted  to  provide  authorization  to  carry 
out  construction  and  alterations  authorized: 

Provided,  That  the  limitations  contained  herein  shall  not 
apply  to  $1 ,955 ,000  jor  the  construction  oj  buildings  or  to  replace- 
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merit  of  buildings  needed  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948 
(21  U.  S.  C.  118a ) 

Plant  and  Animal  Disease  and  Pest  Control 

The  committee  recommends  $26,082,000,  an  increase  of  $400,000 
over  the  House  bill,  to  strengthen  plant  quarantine  at  ports  of  entry. 

The  partial  restoration  is  $870,000  below  the  budget  estimate. 

FIRE  ANT 

The  committee  recommends  that  the  Department  undertake  an 
eradication  program  on  the  fire  ant.  It  now  has  legislative  authority 
to  do  so  and  the  committee  expects  to  receive  proposals  and  plans 
on  this  program. 

SCREW  WORM  ERADICATION 

.  The  committee  increased  funds  2  years  ago  to  step  up  research  on 
'eradication  of  the  screwworm.  It  understands  the  Department  now 
has  completed  its  research  on  eradication  methods  and  procedures. 

The  State  of  Florida  which  has  recently  suffered  its  greatest  loss 
from  this  pest  since  invasion  of  the  pest  in  1933  has  appropriated 
substantial  funds  to  participate  in  cost  sharing  for  an  eradication 
program.  The  committee  requests  the  Department  to  provide  it  with 
a  report  on  its  plans  and  recommendations  for  undertaking  an  eradi¬ 
cation  program. 

STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS 

For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations  for  research 
$30,503,708  is  recommended  which  is  $1,000,000  above  the  House 
bill,  a  partial  restoration  of  an  increase  of  $4,500,000  requested  in 
the  budget  estimates. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

The  committee  recommends  $50,865,000,  an  increase  of  $1,764,000 
over  the  House  bill  and  $3,500,000  below  the  budget  estimate. 

|  Not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  the  increase  of  $1,764,000  may  be  ex¬ 
pended  for  rural  development  work  in  States  which  heretofore  have 
had  no  rural  development  program. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  AGRICULTURAL  ESTIMATES 

The  committee  recommends  $14,141,700,  an  increase  of  $100,000 
over  the  House  bill,  and  $1,340,800  below  the  increases  requested  in 
the  budget. 

The  partial  restoration  of  $100,000  is  recommended  to  continue 
weekly  weather  crop  reports  and  to  improve  estimates  of  poultry 
laying  flocks  and  egg  production. 

The  committee  wishes  to  facilitate  in  every  possible  way  research 
on  production  and  marketing.  It  doubts  the  advisability  of  such 
projects  as  recently  reported  under  “Highway  transportation  barri- 
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ers”  and  requests  the  agency  to  carefully  review  its  research  projects 
so  as  to  undertake  only  those  projects  which  are  essential  and  proper. 

MARKETING  SERVICES 

The  committee  recommends  $14,324,900,  an  increase  of  $50,000 
over  the  House  bill  and  $861,000  below  the  budget  estimate. 

The  increase  of  $50,000  is  a  partial  restoration  of  $178,000  requested 
to  strengthen  administration  of  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act. 
The  committee  believes  that  administration  of  this  act  should  be 
continued  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  committee  is  advised  the  livestock  market  at  Sioux  Falls, 
S.  Dak.,  has  recently  been  placed  in  category  I,  and  believes  it  deserves 
treatment  similar  to  other  markets  in  this  category. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

The  committee  recommends  $4,052,300,  an  increase  of  $150,00f)d 
over  the  House  bill  and  $331,200  below  the  budget  estimate. 

The  partial  restoration  of  $150,000  will  enable  the  agency  to  carry 
out  home  leave  requirements  customarily  granted  to  employees  after 
2-year  tours  of  service  abroad. 

The  committee  has  also  approved  the  following  proviso  in  the  budget 
estimate,  and  stricken  in  the  House.  The  proviso  authorizes  the 
agency  to  carry  out  activities  which  heretofore  were  provided  by 
authority  in  State  Department  Appropriation  Acts  and  which  will  not 
be  available  after  June  30,  1957. 

Provided  further,  That  'provisions  of  the  Act  of  August  1,  1956 
( 70  Stat.  890-892 ),  and  provisions  of  a  similar  nature  in 
appropriation  acts  of  the  Department  of  State  for  the  current 
and  subsequent  fiscal  years  which  facilitates  the  work  of  the 
Foreign  Service  shall  be  applicable  to  funds  available  to  the 
Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service 

This  agency  is  responsible  for  administration  of  the  acreage  an (]* 
allotment  programs,  price  support,  soil  bank,  and  related  program^ 
activities  which  are  carried  out  through  the  State  ASC  and  county 
committees,  and  except  for  the  soil  bank  has  had  several  years  of 
experience  in  formulating  and  conducting  these  programs. 

Last  year  the  committee  approved  funds  to  increase  salaries  and 
strengthen  qualifications  of  county  committee  employees.  Adequate 
compensation  for  county  employees  is  essential  to  the  recruitment 
and  retention  of  qualified  employees.  The  committee  has  found  that 
salary  increases  granted  have  not  resulted  in  a  corresponding  increase 
in  qualification  requirements  comparable  with  other  local  agricultural 
activities. 

In  order  to  achieve  efficiency  from  county  committee  personnel  it 
is  essential  that  they  be  provided  with  timely  and  clear-cut  pro¬ 
cedures  to  facilitate  county  office  operations. 

The  committee  believes  significant  savings  can  be  made  by  consoli¬ 
dating,  simplifying,  and  standardizing  forms  and  procedures.  County 
committees  should  be  provided  with  the  details  of  program  changes 
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concurrently  with  their  announcement  by  the  Washington  office  and 
thereby  eliminate  delays  and  administrative  costs  which  result  from 
inability  of  county  committees  to  promptly  advise  farmers  of  program 
changes.  The  performance  checking  procedures  should  be  revised  to 
reduce  the  administrative  cost  and  to  curtail  unneeded  multiple 
performance  checking. 

The  committee  recommends  that  in  administering  the  administra¬ 
tive  expense  limitations  for  programs  carried  out  by  State  and  county 
ASC  committees  that  the  intent  of  limitations  be  carried  out  in  order 
to  provide  the  required  amount  of  funds  necessary  to  strengthen  State 
and  county  operations. 

ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  QUOTAS 

The  committee  recommends  $40,715,000,  the  amount  in  the  House 
bill,  and  a  reduction  of  $2,285,000  from  the  budget  estimate. 

)  Office  of  the  Secretary 

The  committee  recommends  $2,664,060,  an  increase  of  $23,400,  over 
the  House  bill,  and  $61,940  below  the  budget  estimate. 

The  partial  restoration  of  $23,400  will  enable  this  office  to  meet 
mandatory  increases  resulting  from  the  Federal  executive  pay  law 
(Public  Law  854)  and  may  provide  sufficient  funds  to  permit  better 
coordination  and  leadership  to  the  rural  development  program 

Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Programs 

The  House  bill  provided  a  consolidation  of  appropriations  for  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service,  the  new  Great  Plains  program,  the  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program,  the  conservation  reserve  program  of  the 
soil  bank,  and  for  research  on  soil  and  water  conservation.  The  House 
bill  provided  a  lump-sum  appropriation  of  $535  million  to  meet 
budget  activities  totaling  $668,  441,  660. 

The  committee  fully  agrees  with  the  House  on  the  need  for  closer 
coordination  between  these  programs.  It  believes  the  Department 
should  make  every  effort  to  coordinate  and  bring  about  effective  and 
efficient  administration  of  related  programs. 

"  The  committee  believes  that  Congress  has  the  responsibility  for 
making  a  determination  of  fund  requirements  for  individual  program 
activities  and  has  therefore  stricken  the  entire  section  under  “Soil  and 
water  conservation”  beginning  on  page  16,  after  line  9,  through  line  16 
of  page  20,  and  has  inserted  appropriate  appropriation  heads  and 
language  to  restore  the  individual  items  contained  in  the  budget  esti¬ 
mates  and  as  modified  by  committee  amendments : 

Soil  and  Water  Conservation 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  soil  and  water  con¬ 
servation  programs  authorized  in  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.  S.  C.  590a- 
590q),  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act, 
as  amended  (16  U.  S.  C.  1001-1007),  the  Flood  Control 
Act,  as  amended  and  supplemented  (33  U.  S.  C.  701-709), 
subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.  S.  C.  1831- 
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1837  and  1802-1814),  the  Acts  of  May  10,  1939  (53  Stat. 
685,  719),  October  14,  1940  (16  U.  S.  C.  590y-z-10),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  June  28,  1949  (63  Stat.  277), 
and  September  6,  1950  (7  U.  S.  C.  1033-1039),  $535,000,000, 
to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided,  That  not  to 
exceed  $40,000,000  shall  be  available  for  administrative 
expenses  in  carrying  out  sections  7-17  of  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  and  subtitles  B  and  C 
of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  of  which  not  less  than  $30,000,000 
may  be  transferred  to  the  appropriation  account  “Local 
administration,  section  388,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938”:  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $7,200,000 
shall  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appropriation 
“Salaries  and  expenses,  Agricultural  Research  Service, 
Research”  for  soil  and  water  conservation  research,  of  which 
$1,200,000  shall  be  available  for  construction  of  buildings 
and  for  the  acquisition  of  necessary  land  therefor,  and  not 
to  exceed  $20,000  for  alterations  of  buildings,  without 
regard  to  limitations  prescribed  in  this  Act:  Provided  further , 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  title 
5,  United  States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the  construction, 
alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but 
unless  otherwise  provided  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one 
building  shall  not  exceed  $10,000  and  the  cost  of  altering 
any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750 
or  3  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is 
greater;  not  to  exceed  $150,000  for  employment  pursuant  to 
the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (5.  U.  S.  C.  574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act 
of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a);  and  for  the  temporary 
employment  of  qualified  local  engineers  at  per  diem  rates  to 
perform  the  technical  planning  work:  Provided  further.  That 
the  unexpended  balances  of  appropriations  heretofore  made 
for  “Watershed  protection”,  “Flood  prevention”,  and 
“Water  conservation  and  utilization  projects”  shall  be 
merged  with  this  appropriation:  Provided  further,  That  pro¬ 
grams  included  hereunder  shall  be  subject  to  the  following 
additional  provisions: 

Agricultural  conservation  program:  This  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in  connection 
with  the  formulation  and  administration  of  the  1958  program 
of  soil  building  and  soil  and  water  conservation  practices 
under  sections  7  to  15,  16  (a),  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (amounting 
to  $250,000,000,  including  administration,  and  no  partici¬ 
pant  shall  receive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where  the 
participants  from  two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join  to 
carry  out  approved  practices  designed  to  conserve  or  improve 
the  agricultural  resources  of  the  community);  and  for  the 
purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farm¬ 
ing  material,  or  any  soil-terracing  services  and  making  grants 
thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out 
farming  practices  approved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs 
provided  for  herein.  Not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  all  the 
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allocation  for  the  1958  agricultural  conservation  program  for 
any  county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of  such  county 
committee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  be  withheld 
and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  services  of 
its  technicians  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  the  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program  in  the  participating  counties, 
and  shall  not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for 
any  purpose  other  than  technical  and  other  assistance  in  such 
counties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recommendation  of  such 
county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  not 
to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made  available  to  any  other 
Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for  the  same  purpose 
and  under  the  same  conditions. 

Conservation  reserve  program:  No  part  of  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  used  to  enter  into  contracts  with  producers 
which  together  with  contracts  already  entered  into  would  re¬ 
quire  payments  to  producers  (including  the  cost  of  mate¬ 
rials  and  services)  in  excess  of  $250,000,000  in  any  calendar 
year,  and  for  purposes  of  applying  this  limitation,  practice 
payments  shall  be  chargeable  to  the  first  year  of  the  contract 
period. 

Conservation  operations,  Soil  Conservation  Service: 
This  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  preparation  of  con¬ 
servation  plans  and  establishment  of  measures  to  conserve 
soil  and  water  (including  farm  irrigation  and  land  drainage 
and  such  special  measures  as  may  lie  necessary  to  prevent 
floods  and  the  siltation  of  reservoirs) ;  operation  of  conserva¬ 
tion  nurseries;  and  classification  and  mapping  of  soils:  Pro¬ 
vided  further ,  That  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  where  the  State 
has  established  a  central  State  agency  authorized  to  enter 
into  agreements  with  the  United  States  or  any  of  its  agencies 
on  policies  and  general  programs  for  the  saving  of  its  soil 
by  the  extension  of  Federal  aid  to  any  soil  conservation  dis¬ 
trict  in  such  State  under  sections  1  to  6  of  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  the 
agreements  made  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  with 
any  such  soil  conservation  district  shall  have  the  prior 
approval  of  such  central  State  agency  before  they  shall 
become  effective  as  to  such  district. 

Flood  prevention:  No  part  of  the  funds  expended  in 
accordance  with  the  Flood  Control  Act,  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  shall  be  used  for  the  purchase  of  lands  in 
the  Yazoo  and  Little  Tallahatchie  watersheds  without  spe¬ 
cific  approval  of  the  county  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county 
in  which  such  lands  are  situated. 

The  committee  inserts  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 

For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  oj  the 
Act  of  April  27 ,  1985  (16  U.  S.  C.  590a-590f) ,  including  prep¬ 
aration  oj  conservation  plans  and  establishment  of  measures  to 
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conserve  soil  and  water  ( including  farm,  irrigation  and  land 
drainage  and  such  special  measures  as  may  be  necessary  to 
preven  t  floods  and  the  siltation  o  f  reservoirs) ;  operation  o  f  con¬ 
servation  nurseries ;  classification  and  mapping  of  soils;  dis¬ 
semination  of  information;  purchase  and  erection  or  alteration 
of  permanent  buildings;  and  operation  and  maintenance  of  air¬ 
craft;  $73,545,000:  Provided,  That  the,  cost  of  any  permanent 
building  purchased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  o  f  the  cost 
of  constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system,  and  connecting 
the  same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the  exception  of  buildings 
acquired  in  conjunction  with  land  being  purchased  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  shall  not  exceed  $2,500,  except  for  eight  buildings  to  be 
constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per 
building  and  except  that  alterations  or  improvements  to  other 
existing  permanent  buildings  costing  $2,500  or  more  may  be 
made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500  per 
building :  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  the  construction  of  any  such  building  on 
land  not  owned  by  the  Government:  Provided  further,  That  in 
the  State  of  Missouri,  where  the  State  has  established  a  central 
State  agency  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements  with  the  United 
States  or  any  of  its  agencies  on  policies  and  general  programs 
for  the  saving  of  its  soil  by  the  extension  of  Federal  aid,  to  any 
soil  conservation  district  in  such  State,  the  agreements  made  by 
or  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  with  any  such  soil  conservation 
district  shall  have  the  prior  approval  of  such  central  State 
agency  before  they  shall  become  effective  as  to  such  district: 
Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be 
expended  for  soil  and  water  conservation  operations  under  the 
Act  of  April  27,  1935  {16  U.  S.  (\  590a-590f) ,  in  demonstra¬ 
tion  projects:  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $5,000  may 
be  used  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  sec¬ 
tion  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (f  U.  S.  C.  574),  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C. 
55a):  Provided  further,  That  qualified  local  engineers  may  be 
temporarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to  perform  the  technical 
planning  work  of  the  service. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  surveys,  investigations, 
and  research  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures,  including, 
but  not  limited,  to,  engineering  operations ,  methods  of  cultiva¬ 
tion,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and  changes  in  use  of  land,  in 
accordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention 
Act,  approved  August  4,  1954  U$  bJ.  S.  C.  1001-1007),  and 
the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  {16  U.  S.  C.  590a— 
590f),  to  remain  available  until  expended  $25,500,000,  with 
which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  hereto¬ 
fore  appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  watershed 
protection  purposes. 
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FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood  Control 
Act,  approved  June  22, 1936  (33  CJ.  S.  C.  701-709),  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
laws  relating  to  the  activities  of  the  Department,  to  perform 
works  of  improvement,  including  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for 
employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944-  (5  CJ.  S.  C.  57 If),  as  amended  by 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  19J6  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  to 
remain  available  until  expended,  $13,220,000,  with  which  shall 
be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appro¬ 
priated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood  prevention 
purposes:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  such  funds  shall  be  used 
for  the  purchase  of  lands  in  the  Yazoo  and  Little  Tallahatchie 
watersheds  without  specific  approval  of  the  county  board  of 
supervisors  of  the  county  in  which  such  lands  are  situated. 

WATER  CONSERVATION  AND  UTILIZATION  PROJECTS 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the 
Department  under  the  Acts  of  May  10,  1939  (53  Stat.  685, 
719),  October  14,  1940  (16  U.  S.  C.  590y-z-10) ,  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  June  28,  1949  (63  Stat.  277),  and  Septem¬ 
ber  6,  1950  (7  U.  S.  C.  1033-1039),  relating  to  water  conserva¬ 
tion  and  utilization  projects,  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$350,000,  which  sum  shall  be  merged  with  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  to  said  Department 
for  the  purpose  of  said  Acts. 

Great  Plains  Conservation  Program 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program  of 
conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section  16 
(b)  oi  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (70  Stat.  1115-1117), 
$10,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

Agricultural  Conservation  Program  Service 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program 
authorized  in  sections  7  to  15,  16  (a) ,  and  17  of  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  February  29, 
1936,  as  amended  (16  U.  S.  C.  590g-590  (o),  590p  (a)-590q), 
including  not  to  exceed  $6,000 for  the  preparation  and  display  of 
exhibits,  including  such  displays  at  State,  interstate,  and  inter¬ 
national  fairs  within  the  United  States;  $237,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  December  31  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for 
compliance  with  the  program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and 
water-conserving  practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration 
Appropriation  Act,  1957 ,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1 , 
1956,  to  December  31,  1957,  inclusive:  Provided,  That  not  to 
exceed  $24,698,000  of  the  total  sum  provided  under  this  head 
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shall  be  available  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for  administra¬ 
tive  expenses  for  carrying  out  such  program,  the  cost  of  aerial 
photographs ,  however,  not  to  be  charged  to  such  limitation;  but 
not  more  than  $5,025,800  shall  be  transferred  to  the  appropri¬ 
ation  account  “ Administrative  expenses,  section  892,  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Ad  of  1938”:  Provided  further,  That  none 
of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salaries 
or  expenses  of  any  regional  information  employees  or  any  State 
information  employees,  but  this  shall  not  preclude  the  answering 
of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  information  at  the  county  level  to 
individual  farmers:  Provided  further,  That  such  amount  shall 
be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in  connection  with  the 
formulation  and  administration  of  the  1958  program  of  soil¬ 
building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices,  under  the  Act 
of  February  29,  1936,  as  amended  ( amounting  to  $250,000,000, 
including  administration,  and  no  participant  shall  receive  more 
than  $1,500,  except  where  the  participants  from  two  or  more 
farms  or  ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved  practices  designed  to 
conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural  resources  of  the  com¬ 
munity):  Provided  further ,  That  not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of 
the  allocation  for  the  1958  agricultural  conservation  program  for 
any  county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  com¬ 
mittee  and,  approval  of  the  State  committee,  be  withheld  and 
allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  services  of  its 
technicians  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  in  the  participating  counties,  and  shall 
not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  any  purpose 
other  than  technical  and  other  assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in 
addition,  on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  committee  and 
approval  of  the  State  committee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  may 
be  made  available  to  any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local  public 
agency  for  the  same  purpose  and  under  the  same  conditions: 
Provided  further ,  That  for  the  1958  program  $ 2,500,000  shall  be 
available  for  technical  assistance  in  formulating  and  carrying 
out  agricultural  conservation  practices  and  $1,000,000  shall 
be  available  for  conservation  practices  related  directly  to  flood 
prevention  work  in  approved  watersheds:  Provided  further, 
That  such  amounts  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase  of  seeds, 
fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming  material,  or  any 
soil-terracing  services,  and  making  grants  thereof  to  agricul¬ 
tural  producers  to  aid,  them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices 
approved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs  provided  for  herein  : 
Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  available  to  the 
Department,  or  any  bureau,  office,  corporation,  or  other  agency 
constituting  a  part  of  such  Department,  shall  be  used  in  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of  salary  or  travel  expenses  of 
any  person  who  has  been  convicted  of  violating  the  Act  entitled 
“An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious  political  activities”,  approved 
August  2,  1939,  as  amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  section 
1913,  to  have  violated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section  which 
prohibits  the  use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of 
personal  services  or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any 
manner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any  legislation 
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or  appropriation  by  Congress  except  upon  request  of  any 
Member  or  through  the  proper  official  channels. 

Soil  Bank  Program 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation  reserve 
program  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank 
Act  (7  U.  S.  C.  1831-1837  and  1802-1814 )  $162,940,000: 
Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $18,000,000  shall  be  available  for 
administrative  expenses  of  which  not  less  than  $13,500,000 
may  be  transferred  to  the  appropriation  account,  “Local  ad¬ 
ministration,  section  388,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938”:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  used  to  enter  into  contracts  with  producers  which  to¬ 
gether  with  contracts  already  entered  into  would  require  pay¬ 
ments  to  producers  ( including  the  cost  of  materials  and  services ) 
in  excess  of  $350,000,000  in  any  calendar  year,  and  for  purposes 
of  applying  this  limitation,  practice  payments  shall  be  charge¬ 
able  to  the  first  year  of  the  contract  period:  Provided  further, 

That  the  average  annual  rental  payment  per  acre  shall  not 
exceed  $7.50  per  acre  for  conservation  reserve  contracts  entered 
into  thirty  days  after  approval  of  this  Act. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 

The  committee  recommends  $73,545,000,  an  increase  of  $6,045,000 
over  1957  as  requested  in  the  budget  estimates. 

Of  the  increase  of  $6,045,000,  the  amount  of  $3,351,750  is  for  retire¬ 
ment  contributions  with  a  net  increase  of  $2,693,250  to  provide  techni¬ 
cal  assistance  to  new  soil  conservation  districts,  to  accelerate  soil 
surveys  and  extend  technical  assistance  to  low  income  farms. 

Watershed  Protection 

The  committee  recommends  $25,500,000,  the  budget  estimate,  an 
increase  of  $8,000,000  over  1957.  The  committee  is  advised  that 
$4,500,000  will  be  carried  over  from  1957,  making  $30,000,000  avail¬ 
able  for  next  year’s  program. 

Flood  Prevention 

The  committee  recommends  $13,220,000,  the  budget  estimate,  an 
increase  of  $1,220,000  over  1957,  to  accelerate  installation  of  works  of 
improvement. 

The  committee  has  considered  the  question  of  funds  required  for 
the  Chickasha  Reservoir  project.  It  understands  that  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  have  agreed  that  $248,747 
of  the  $2,748,368  to  be  available  for  the  Washita  project  would  be 
required  to  construct  a  multipurpose  reservoir  on  Spring  Creek  by 
the  city  of  Chickasha,  Okla.  The  committee  agrees  to  the  joint 
recommendation  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and  Corps  of 
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Engineers  as  to  the  desirability  of  this  construction  and  recommends 
the  construction  agreed  upon. 

Water  Conservation  and  Utilization  Projects 

The  committee  recommends  $350,000,  the  budget  estimate,  an 
increase  of  $118,000  over  1957,  to  continue  land  development  on  the 
project  at  Eden,  Wyo. 

Great  Plains  Conservation  Program 

The  committee  recommends  $10,000,000,  a  decrease  of  $10,000,000 
below  the  budget  estimate  of  $20,000,000. 

The  amount  recommended  will  enable  the  Department  to  inaugu¬ 
rate  this  program  for  which  plans  have  not  yet  been  formulated. 

Agricultural  Conservation  Program  Service 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $212,000,000  to 
finance  the  1957  program  of  $250,000,000  which  was  authorized  in 
the  1957  appropriation  act.  There  is  a  balance  of  $38,000,000  avail¬ 
able  under  the  1955  program  to  provide  the  full  $250,000,000  required. 

The  committee  recommends  an  advance  authorization  of 
$250,000,000  for  the  1958  program. 

The  committee  lias  provided  an  administrative  expense  limitation 
of  $24,698,000,  of  which  not  more  than  $5,025,800  may  be  transferred 
to  section  392  for  costs  of  National  and  State  administration.  This 
is  the  amount  provided  for  1957  and  is  $1,704,400  below  the  budget 
estimate. 

The  committee  has  restored  the  limitation  of  $1,500  which  any 
participant  may  receive  from  the  program.  This  restores  the  amount 
in  the  law  for  1957,  and  the  amount  requested  in  the  budget  estimate; 
and  strikes  out  an  amendment  inserted  in  the  House  to  increase  the 
limitation  on  payments  from  $1,500  to  $2,500. 

Soil  Bank  Programs 
conservation  reserve  program 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $162,940,000  for 
fiscal  1958  to  make  annual  and  practice  payments,  and  to  administer 
the  program.  The  revised  budget  requested  $298,826,660,  and  the 
amount  recommended  is  $135,886,660  below  the  estimates.  In  fiscal 
1957  the  program  was  financed  from  capital  funds  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  in  the  Soil  Bank  Act,  1956. 

The  committee  recommends  $18,000,000  for  administrative  and 
technical  expenses,  and  of  this  amount  not  to  exceed  $4,500,000  may 
be  used  for  State  and  National  office  administration. 

The  committee  agrees  with  the  House  that  the  $5,000,000  proposed 
for  expansion  of  nurseries  will  not  be  needed  due  to  the  slow  rate  of 
signup  for  practices  requiring  seedling  stock. 

The  House  bill  provided  a  limitation  on  the  program  of  $250,000,000. 
The  committee  recommends  a  program  limitation  of  $350,000,000,  an 
increase  of  $100,000,000  above  the  House  bill. 

The  committee  has  inserted  the  following  proviso : 
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Provided,  farther,  That  the  average  annual  rental  payment  per 
acre  shall  not  exceed  $7.50  per  acre  for  conservation  reserve  con¬ 
tracts  entered  into  thirty  days  after  approval  of  this  Act. 

The  committee  recommendation  is  made  to  provide  more  realistic 
annual  payment  rates  under  the  program.  The  formula  used  by  the 
Department  has  resulted  in  establishing  rates  too  liigh  in  some  States, 
particularly  for  long-term  contracts. 

The  committee  believes  this  program  has  merit  if  carefully  ad¬ 
ministered  to  avoid  abuses  and  participation  for  speculative  purposes 
which  have  been  reported  to  the  committee. 

Acreage  Reserve  Program 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $600,000,000,  the 
same  amount  as  the  House  bill,  and  a  decrease  of  $101,173,340  from 
the  budget  estimate  of  $701,173,340. 
j  The  committee  recommends  not  to  exceed  $34,500,000  for  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses.  It  is  expected  that  with  experience  gained  in  de¬ 
veloping  and  administering  the  1956  and  1957  programs  that  some  of 
this  limitation  will  be  available  for  program  payments. 

The  committee  recommends  that  the  following  proviso  in  the  House 
bill  beginning  on  page  20,  line  21  after  the  colon  be  stricken: 

Provided ,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  to 
formulate  and  administer  an  acreage  reserve  program  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  1958  crops;  or  in  total  compensation  being  paid 
to  any  one  producer  in  excess  of  $2,500  with  respect  to  the 
1958  crops 

The  committee  recommends  insertion  of  the  following  provisions: 

Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $3/+, 500, 000  of  the  total  sum 
provided  under  this  head  shall  he  available  far  administrative 
expenses:  Provided  farther,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 
shall  he  used  to  formulate  and  administer  an  acreage  reserve 
program  which  would  result  in  total  compensation  being  paid 
to  producers  in  excess  of  $500,000,000  with  respect  to  the  1958 
crops,  or  in  total  compensation  being  paid  to  any  one  producer 
f  in  excess  of  $5,000  with  respect  to  the  1958  crops 

The  committee  amendment  provides  authorization  to  formulate  and 
administer  a  program  for  1958  crops  of  not  to  exceed  $500,000,000. 

Under  present  circumstances  there  appears  to  be  little  or  no  pos¬ 
sibility  of  getting  new  farm  legislation  approved  during  this  session 
of  Congress.  There  is  some  doubt  that  the  acreage  reserve  program 
will  achieve  its  objective  of  reducing  surpluses.  The  Department  has 
requested  restoration  of  a  $750,000,000  program  for  1958. 

The  committee  recommendation  will  provide  authority  to  plan  a 
1958  program,  but  unless  the  1957  program  proves  to  be  more  success¬ 
ful  than  anticipated  it  is  doubtful  that  authorization  will  be  given  for 
a  1959  program. 

The  committee  recommendation  provides  an  opportunity  to  the 
legislative  committees,  and  to  the  Department  to  evaluate  the  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  the  acreage  reserve  program,  and  provide  new  legislation 
prior  to  this  committee’s  action  on  the  1959  program. 
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TITLE  II — CORPORATION S 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSE  LIMITATION 

The  committee  recommends  $34,398,000,  an  increase  of  $1,000,000 
above  the  House  bill,  and  $3,002,000  below  the  budget  estimate.  The 
increase  in  limitation  is  authorized  for  the  contingency  reserve. 

TITLE  IV— RELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Credit  Administration 

The  bill  includes  a  total  for  administrative  expense  limitations  of 
$5,575,000,  of  which  $2,200,000  is  for  the  Farm  Credit  Administration 
and  $3,375,000  for  the  Federal  Intermediate  Credit  banks. 

The  amount  recommended  is  the  same  as  the  budget  estimate  and  a 
the  amount  in  the  House  bill  and  is  a  decrease  in  limitations  of  * 
$781,000  from  the  amounts  authorized  in  1957. 

The  committee  has  approved  the  provision  in  the  budget  estimate 
and  the  House  bill  for  the  liquidation  of  the  Federal  Farm  Mortgage 
Corporation,  and  to  enable  said  corporation  to  continue  administration 
of  its  reserved  mineral  interests. 
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1  Third  supplemental  appropriation  bill,  1957,  now  pending  Includes  $250,000  for  for  State  extension  services,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Payments  to  States,  etc., 
penalty,  mail  costs  of  State  experiment  stations  and  additional  $514,000  for  penalty  mail  Extension  Service. 
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2 1st  year’s  program  authorized  to  be  financed  from  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  3  Includes  authorized  spending  from  CCC  for  1957  soil  bank, 
funds  in  lieu  of  direct  appropriation,  with  subsequent  reimbursement  to  CCC. 
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85th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  422 

H.  R.  7441 

[Report  No.  415] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Mat  16, 1957 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 

June  7, 1957 

Reported,  under  authority  of  the  order  of  the  Senate  of  May  13,  1957,  by 

Mr.  Russell,  with  amendments 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 

6  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  namely: 
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DEPARTMENT  OE  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 
salaries  and  expenses 

Eor  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 
relating  to  production  and  utilization,  to  control  and  eradicate 
pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related 
inspection,  quarantine  and  regulatory  work,  and  meat  in¬ 
spection:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $75,000  of  the 
appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574) ,  as  amended  by 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  : 
Provided  further,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be 
available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft  and 
the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  one  for  replacement  only: 
Provided  further,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be 
available  pursuant  to  title  5,  United  States  Code,  section  565a, 
for  the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and 
improvements,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  con¬ 
structing  any  one  building  (except  headhouses  connecting 
greenhouses)  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  except  for  five  build¬ 
ings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 
$20,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building 
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during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750  or  9  -7  per 
centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater: 

Research :  for  research  and  demonstrations  on  the 
production  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products,  and  re¬ 
lated  research  and  services,  including  administration  of  pay¬ 
ments  to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations;  -$48,994,- 
890  $58,794,800 :  Pro-uideth  4-hat  not  to  exceed  $25,000 

oil  ItA  a  {av  o  1 1  ram ti  / ni o  a|  1  m 1 1  ^ 1  r\*c<  ~tt ti  i  1 1  ah  t  r/iauiinl 
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to  hnahathma  prescribed  herein  Provided,  That  the  limitations 
contained  herein  shall  not  apply  to  $1,955,000  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  buildings  or  to  replacement  of  buildings  needed, 
to  carry  out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  TJ.  8.  C.  113a)  : 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera¬ 
tions  and  measures  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant 
and  animal  diseases  and  for  carrying  out  assigned  inspection, 
quarantine  and  regulatory  activities,  as  authorized  by  law; 
$25,082,000  $26,082,000,  of  which  $1,000,000  shall  be 
apportioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects  and 
plant  diseases  under  the  joint  resolution  approved  May  9,  1 938 
(7  U.  S.  C.  148-148e),  and  the  Act  of  August  13,  1954 
(7  U.  S.  C.  148) ,  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emergency 
conditions :  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall 
be  used  to  pay  the  cost  or  value  of  trees,  farm  animals,  farm 
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crops,  or  other  property  injured  or  destroyed  as  a  result  of 
plant  insect  and  disease  control  activities  except  potatoes  and 
tomatoes  as  authorized  under  the  Golden  Nematode  Act: 
Provided  further ,  That,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary,  no 
part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  expended  for  the  control  of 
sweetpotato  weevil  in  any  State  until  such  State  has  provided 
cooperation  necessary  to  accomplish  this  purpose,  or  for 
barberry  eradication  until  a  sum  or  sums  at  least  equal  to 
such  expenditures  shall  have  been  made  available  by  States, 
counties,  or  local  authorities,  or  by  individuals  or  organiza¬ 
tions  for  the  accomplishment  of  this  purpose,  or  with  respect 
to  the  golden  nematode  except  as  prescribed  in  section  4  of 
the  Golden  Nematode  Act; 

Meat  inspection:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  laws 
relating  to  Federal  inspection  of  meat  and  meat-food  products 
and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  laws  relating  to  process 
or  renovated  butter;  $16,586,000. 

STATE  EXPEKIMENT  STATIONS 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico: 
For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations  to  carry 
into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March 
2.  1887  (7  U.  S.  O.  362,  363,  365,  368,  377-379),  as 
amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955  (69  Stat. 
671),  including  administration  by  the  United  States  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  $29-, 00-3, 708  $ 30,003,708 ;  and 
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payments  authorized  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Act,  the  Act  approved  August  14,  1946  (7 
U.  S.  0.  1623) ,  $500,000;  in  all,  $29T503,708  $ 30,503,708 . 

Penalty  mail:  For  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural 
experiment  stations,  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of 
1887,  as  amended,  $250,000. 

DISEASES  OF  ANIMALS  AND  POULTBY 

Eradication  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  in  the 
arrest  and  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest, 
contagious  pleuro-pneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infec¬ 
tious  diseases  of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar 
diseases  in  poultry,  and  for  foot-and-mouth  disease  and 
rinderpest  programs  undertaken  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  and  the  Act  of  May  29, 
1884,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  0.  391;  21  U.  S.  0.  111-122) , 
including  expenses  in  accordance  with  section  2  of  said 
Act  of  February  28,  1947,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from 
other  appropriations  or  funds  available  to  the  bureaus,  cor¬ 
porations,  or  agencies  of  the  Department  such  sums  as  he 
may  deem  necessary,  but  not  to  exceed  $1,270,000  for 
eradication  of  vesicular  exanthema  of  swine,  to  be  avail¬ 
able  only  in  an  emergency  which  threatens  the  livestock 
or  poultry  industry  of  the  country,  and  any  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  transferred  under  this  head  in  the  next- 
preceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged  with  such  transferred 
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amounts:  Provided ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  subject 
to  applicable  provisions  contained  in  the  item  “Salaries  and 
expenses,  Agricultural  Research  Service”. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND 

EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico: 
For  payments  for  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work 
under  the  Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June 
26,  1953  (7  U.  S.  0.  341-348) ,  and  the  Act  of  August  11, 
1955  (69  Stat.  683-4),  $47T60€T009  $ 49,370,000 ;  and 
payments  and  contracts  for  such  work  under  section  204 
(b )  —205  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 
U.  S.  O.  1623-1624),  $1,495,000;  in  all,  $49,40^009 
$50,865,000:  Provided,  That  funds  hereby  appropriated 
pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  shall 
not  he  paid  to  any  State,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  or  Puerto  Rico 
prior  to  availability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non-Federal 
sources  for  expenditure  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents:  For  cost  of  em¬ 
ployer’s  share  of  Federal  retirement  for  cooperative  extension 
employees,  $5,260,000. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $2,164,000. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
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1  Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26, 

2  1953  (7  U.  S.  0.  341-348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11, 

3  1955  (69  Stat.  683-4),  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agri- 

4  cultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  0.  1621-1627), 

5  and  to  coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the 

6  extension  work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States, 

7  Territories,  and  insular  possessions,  $2,096,540. 

8  Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

9  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 

10  1926  (7  U.  S.  C.  451-457) ,  $578,000. 

11  Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

12  marketing  research  and  service 

13  For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  research  and  service 
Id  to  improve  and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating 

to  agriculture  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 

16  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws, 

17  including  the  administration  of  marketing  regulatory  acts 
1^  connected  therewith:  Provided ,  That  appropriations  here- 

19  under  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  5  U.  S.  C.  565a  for  the 

20  construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  im- 

21  provements,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  ereet- 

22  ing  any  one  building  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  except  for 

23  two  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not 
21  to  exceed  $20,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one 
25  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750 
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or  3  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is 
greater : 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates:  For  re¬ 
search  and  development  relating  to  agricultural  marketing 
and  distribution,  for  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income 
and  population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  for  crop 
and  livestock  estimates,  and  for  acquisition  of  land, 
$11,011,700  $14,141,700 :  Provided,  That  not  less  than 
$350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  to  continue  to  gather  statistics  and  conduct  a 
special  study  on  the  price  spread  between  the  farmer  and  the 
consumer :  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  the  fimds  herein 
appropriated  shall  he  available  for  any  expense  incident  to 
ascertaining,  collating,  or  publishing  a  report  stating  the 
intention  of  farmers  as  to  the  acreage  to  be  planted  in  cotton, 
or  for  estimates  of  apple  production  for  other  than  the  com¬ 
mercial  crop; 

Marketing  services :  For  services  relating  to  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  for  carrying  out  regulatory  acts 
connected  therewith,  and  for  administration  and  coordination 
of  payments  to  States,  $44,274,900  $14,324,900,  including 
not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  employment  at  rates  not  to  exceed 
$50  per  diem,  except  for  employment  in  rate  cases  at  not  to 
exceed  $100  per  diem  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  IT,  S.  0. 
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574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  IT.  S.  C.  55a) ,  in  carrying  out  section  201  (a)  to 
201  (d) ,  inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938  (7  IT.  8.  0.  1291)  and  section  203  (j)  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES,  TERRITORIES,  AND  POSSESSIONS 
For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus 
and  departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  mar¬ 
keting  activities  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  IT.  S.  C.  1623  (b)), 

$1,160,000. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.  S.  C.  1751-1760) , 
$100,000,000:  Provided ,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under  section  5  of  said 
Act. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  908) ,  and  for  enabling  the  Secretary 
to  coordinate  and  integrate  activities  of  the  Department  in 
connection  with  foreign  agricultural  work,  including  not  to 
exceed  $25,000  for  representation  allowances,  and  for  expenses 
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pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August  3,  1956 
(70  Stat.  1034),  $37902,-300  $■ 4,052,300 :  Provided,  That 
not  less  than  $400,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics  and  related  facts 
on  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete  information  on 
methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities 
in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis:  Provided  further, 
That  provisions  of  the  Act  of  August  1,  1956  (70  Stat. 
890-892),  and  provisions  of  a  similar  nature  in  appropria¬ 
tion  Acts  of  the  Department  of  State  for  the  current  and 
subsequent  fiscal  years  which  facilitate  the  work  of  the 
Foreign  Service  shall  be  applicable  to  funds  available  to  the 
Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 
Eor  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7 
U.  S.  C.  l-17a) ,  $832,000. 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service 

ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  MARKETING  QUOTAS 
Eor  necessary  expenses  to  formulate  and  carry  out 
acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota  programs  pursuant 
to  provisions  of  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1301-1393),  $40,715,- 
000,  of  which  not  more  than  $6,380,100  shall  be  transferred 
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to  the  appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  sec¬ 
tion  392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.  S.  0.  1101-1160) , 
$67,662,500,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next 
succeeding  fiscal  year:  Provided,  That  expenditures  (includ¬ 
ing  transfers)  from  this  appropriation  for  other  than  pay¬ 
ments  to  sugar  producers  shall  not  exceed  $2,124,500. 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 
For  operating  and  administrative  expenses,  $6,376,700. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electrifi¬ 
cation  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  901-924),  as 
follows : 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed 
from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act  as  follows:  Rural 
electrification  program,  $179,000,000,  of  which  not  to 
exceed  $20,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  bor¬ 
rowed  under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent 
that  such  amount  is  required  during  the  fiscal  year  1958 
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under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and 
orderly  development  of  the  rural  electrification  program; 
and  rural  telephone  program,  $60,000,000,  of  which  not  to 
exceed  $10,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  he  bor¬ 
rowed  under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent 
that  such  amount  is  required  during  the  fiscal  year  1958 
under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and 
orderly  development  of  the  rural  telephone  program. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  and  not  to  exceed 
$150,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C. 

574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 

1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) ,  $9,030,950. 

Farmers’  Home  Administration 

To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  titles  I,  II,  and 
the  related  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1000-1031)  ; 
the  Farmers’  Home  Administration  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C. 
1001,  note;  31  U.  S.  C.  82h;  12  U.  S.  O.  371;  35  D.  0. 

Code  535;  60  Stat.  1062-1080)  ;  the  Act  of  July  30, 

1946  (40  U.  S.  C.  436-439)  ;  the  Act  of  August  28, 
1937,  as  amended  (16  U.  S.  C.  590r-590x — 3),  for  the 
development  of  facilities  for  water  storage  and  utilization 
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in  the  arid  and  semiarid  areas  of  the  United  States;  the 
provisions  of  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(42  U.  S.  C.  1471-1483),  relating  to  financial  assistance 
for  farm  housing;  the  Rural  Rehabilitation  Corporation 
Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3,  1950  (40  U.  S.  C. 
440-444)  ;  the  items  “Loans  to  farmers,  1948  flood  damage” 
in  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948  (62  Stat.  1038),  and  “Loans 
to  farmers,  property  damage”  in  the  Act  of  May  24,  1949 
(63  Stat.  82)  ;  the  collecting  and  servicing  of  credit  sales 
and  development  accounts  in  water  conservation  and  utiliza 
tion  projects  (53  Stat.  685,  719),  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented  (16  U.  S.  C.  590y,  z — 1  and  z — 10)  ;  and  the  A<;f 
to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  convey  certain 
mineral  interests,  approved  September  6,  1950  (7  U.  S.  C 
1033-1039),  as  follows: 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

Lor  loans  (including  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  taxes 
under  section  50  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 
as  amended,  and  advances  incident  to  the  acquisition  and 
preservation  of  security  of  obligations  under  the  foregoing 
several  authorities,  except  that  such  advances  under  title  V 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  shall  he  made  from 
funds  obtained  under  section  511  of  that  Act,  as  amended)  : 
Title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead-Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $24,000,000,  of  which  not 
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to  exceed  $2,500,000  may  be  distributed  to  States  and  Ter¬ 
ritories  without  regard  to  farm  population  and  prevalence 
of  tenancy,  in  addition  to  the  amount  otherwise  distributed 
thereto,  for  loans  in  reclamation  projects  and  to  entrymen 
on  unpatented  public  land;  title  II  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $180,000,000;  the  Act  of 
August  28,  1937,  as  amended,  $5,500,000:  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  the  foregoing  several  amounts  shall  be  bor¬ 
rowed  in  one  account  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  set  forth  under  this  head  in 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation  Act,  1952. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  making,  servicing,  and  collecting  loans  and  insured 
mortgages,  the  servicing  and  collecting  of  loans  made  under 
prior  authority,  the  liquidation  of  assets  transferred  to 
Farmers’  Home  Administration,  and  other  administrative 
expenses,  $29,089,500,  together  with  a  transfer  of  not  to 
exceed  $950,000  of  the  fees  and  administrative  expense 
charges  made  available  by  subsections  (d)  and  (e)  of  sec¬ 
tion  12  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  IT.  S.  C.  1005  (b)  ),  and  section  10  (c)  of 
the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended. 
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Office  of  the  General  Counsel 
For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $2,943,000. 

Office  of  the  Secretary 
For  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture;  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission;  stationery,  supplies,  materials,  and  equipment; 
freight,  express,  and  drayage  charges;  advertising  of  bids, 
communication  service,  postage,  washing  towels,  repairs  and 
alterations,  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses 
not  otherwise  provided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical 
and  efficient  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture; 
$2,640,660  $2,664,060. 

Office  of  Information 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordi¬ 
nation  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized  by 
Congress  in  the  Department,  $1,367,500,  of  which  total 
appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000  may  be  used  for 
farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  interests 
of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country,  an 
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equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  delivered 
to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the 
Senators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as 
they  shall  direct  (7  II.  S.  C.  417)  and  not  less  than  two 
hundred  thirty  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty  copies  for 
the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  part  2 
of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as  the  Yearbook 
of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73  of  the  Act  of 
January  12,  1895  (44  U.  S.  C.  241)  :  Provided ,  That  in 
the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  exhibits  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  not  exceeding  a  total  of  $10,000  may  be  used  for 
employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706 
(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574) ,  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.  S.  C.  55a) . 


Library 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  dues  for  library 
membership  in  societies  or  associations  which  issue  publica¬ 
tions  to  members  only  or  at  a  price  to  members  lower  than 
to  subscribers  who  are  not  members,  $772,000. 

SfH-h  ar-h  -Water  Conservation 
4h+f  *  leecssary  expenses  to  carry  out  sod  and  water  eon- 
se-rvation  programs  authorized  m  the  Soil  Conservation  and 


dfOpfr  the 


Aetr  as  amended  -(4-6  Fh  §h  Ck  500a  - 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Aetr. 
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as  amended  -f4G  4k  Sr  Or  1001  1007)-,  tke  Flood  Gentrel 
Aety  as  amended  and  supplemented  -f33  4k  Sr  Or  701  709)  , 
subtitles  B  and  G  el  Ike  ged  Bank  Aet  -f7  4k  gr  Gv  4834— 
4034  and  1802  - 1811) ,  Ike  Acts  el  May  44k  4930  -fed  gtak 
005y  740fy  Oetebcr  44y  4040  -<40  4k  &  Gr  590y  z  10), 
as  amended  and  supplemented,  June  28y  4949  -(£3  gtak 
Akfj-y  and  geptember  3y  4900  -f7  4k  gr  Gr  4033  -1039-)-,- 
$535,000,000-,-  te  remain  available  until  expended-:  Provided; 
Tkat  net  te  exceed  $40^000,000  si  tall  be  available  kn  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  m  carrying  eut  sections  7—17  el  tke 
ged  Conservation  and  Domestic  Aketment  Aet  and  subtitles 
B  and  G  el  tke  Bed  Bank  Aet  el  whiek  net  less  tkan 
000,000  may  be  transferred  te  tke  appropriation 
—Local  administration,-  section  3 887  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Aet  el  1938”:  Provided  further;  -4k at  net  te  oxeecd 

o]  l  1 1  U/a  f  A  e  t >  /I  no  nyon  v/T  itti £K  l|  \  a  n  yo 

ollil  1 1  tTv  t'Ttt  1  i  fa  1 11 1  vll  to  111  III  Tl  iv  l  P  v  tt  W  1 1  1 L  III  v"  cl  1 1 

and  expensesy  Agricultural  Research 
gerviee,  Research”  ler  soil  and  water  eenservation  resea-rehy 
el  which  $1,200,000  shall  be  available  ler  construction  el 
buildings  and  ler  tke  acquisition  el  necessary  land  therefor, 
and-  net  te  exceed  $20,000  ler  alterations  el  buildings, 
without  regard  te  limitations  prescribed  in  this  Act  :  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shah  be  available  pur¬ 
suant  te  title  5y  4krited  States  Gedey  section  OOouy  ler  tke 
H.  R.  7441 - 3 
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construction?  alteratieny  and  repair  el  buildings  and  improve¬ 
ments?  but  unless  otherwise  provided  the  eest  el  constructing 
any  one  building  shad  net  exceed  $10?000  and  the  eest  el 
altering  any  ene  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  net  ex¬ 
ceed  $3t756  er  3-  per  centum  el  the  eest  el  the  building,- 
whichever  is  greater-;  net  te  exceed  $190?000  ler  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  te  the  seeend  sentence  el  section  7441  -(a)-  el 
the  Organic  Act  el  1944  -(5  44  Sr  Or  574)-,-  as  amended  by 
section  45  el  the  Act  el  August  A  1916  -(5  44-  A  Or  55a)-? 
and  ler  the  temporary  employment  el  qualified  local  engi¬ 
neers  at  per  diem  rates  te  perlerm  the  technical  planning 
-work :  Provided  further,  fihat  the  unexpended  balances  el 
appropriations  heretelere  made  ler  ‘-Watershed  protection-,- 
■^dfieed  prevention”?  and  “Water  conservation  and  utiliza- 
tien  projects-  shall  he  merged  with  this  appropriation  :■  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  4bat  programs  included  hereunder  shall  he 
subject  te  the  -following  additional  previsions; 

Agricultural  conservation  program :  4bis  appropriation 
shah-  he  available  for  administrative  expenses  in  connect  ion 
with  tire  formulation  and  administration  el  the  4958  pro¬ 
gram  el  soil  budding  and  sed  and  water  conservation  prac¬ 
tices  under  sections  7  te  45?  46  -(a)-  and  47  el  the  Bed 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act?  as  amended 
-{-amounting  te  $25(fi600y00()y  ineluding  administration,  and 
no  participant  shall  receive  mere  than  $2,506?  except  -where 
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Ike  participants  from  two  er  mere  farms  er  ranekes  Jem 
to  carry  eel  approved  practices  designed  te  conserve  er 
improve  tke  agricultural  resources  ef  tke  eenmmnity)  ;  and 
fer  tke  purchase  ef  seeds,-  fertilizers,  krnej  trees?  er  any 
other  fanning  material;  er  any  sob-terracing  services  and 
making  grants  thereof  te  agricultural  preducors  te  aid  them 
in  carrying  ent  farming  practices  approved  hy  the  Secretary 
under  programs  provided  fer  herein,  xvet  te  exceed  §  per 
centum  ef  all  the  allocation  fer  the  1-958  agricultural  conaer  - 


program  fer  any  eennty  may,-  on  the  recomm endation 
ef  such  county  committee  and  approval  ef  the  State  com¬ 
mittee;  he  withheld  and  abetted  te  the  Sed  Conservation 
Service  fer  services  ef  its  technicians  in  formulating  and 
carrying  out  the  agricultural  conservation  program  in  the 
participating  counties;  and  shall  net  he  utilized  hy  the  Sed 
Conservation  Service  fer  any  purpose  ether  than  technical 
and  ether  assistance  in  such  counties;  and  in  addition;  en 
the  recommendation  ef  such  county  committee  and  approval 
ef  the  State  eommittee-,  net  te  exceed  4-  per  centum  may  he 
made  available  te  any  ether  k-ederal;  State;  er  local  puhlie 
agency  fer  the  same  purpose  and  under  the  same  conditions. 

Conservation  reserve  programs  Ne  part  ef  this  app-ro- 
skad  he  used  te  enter  into  eentraets  with 


which 


with  contracts  already  entered  into  would  re¬ 


quire  payments  te 


-(ineluding  the  cost  ef  mate- 
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and  land 
to 

el  eonserva- 
el  sohs-r  P-m- 
%  where  the  State 


rials  end  services)-  in  excess  el  $250)000-, 000  in  any 
year;  and  for  purposes  el  applying  Oils  limit alien,- 

naa mion  1  o.  an  a-il  I t n  o  jv  r>  y rc/v o  i  1 1  Ia  Iha  fi  y^af  ttaa  v  at  I n  A 

J/cl*  V  II  Id 1  l  n  oil  H  u  tj\'  v"  1 1  c  1 .1  c 1 1  *  1 1 "  lU  X7l  1 U  1 1 1  o  1/  V  veil  VTT  Ll  1  v" 

period. 

Conservation  operations,  Sod  Conservation 
Uns  appropriation  shall  he  available  lor  preparation  ol  con¬ 
servation  plans  and  establishment  ol  measures  to  conserve 
soil  and  water  (including  farm  irrigate 
and  sneh  special  measures  as  may  he 
floods  and  the  shtation  ol 
lien  nurseries ;  and  classification  and 
mded  further,  -Fhat  in  the  State  ol 
has  established  a  central  State  agency  authorized  to  enter 
into  agreements  with  the  United  States  or  any  ol  its  agencies 
on  policies  and  general  programs  lor  the  saving  ol  its  soil 
by  the  extension  ol  -Federal  aid  to  any  soil  conservation  dis¬ 
trict  in  such  State  under  sections  4-  to  fi  ol  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Aetj  as  amended,-  the 
agreements  made  by  or  on  behalf  ol  die  United  States  with 
any  such  soil  conservation  district  shah  have  the  prior 
approval  ol  such  central  State  agency  before  they  shall 
become  effective  as  to  such  district. 

-Flood  prevention:  An  part  of  the  funds  expended  in 
accordance  with  the  Flood  Control  Aetj  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  shall  be  used  for  the  purchase  of  lands  in 
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ike  ¥asee  and  Little  hailahatehic  watersheds  without  spe- 
eihe  approval  el  the  county  board  el  supervisors  el  the  eeuaty 
hr  which  sueh  lands  are  situated. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 
For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  oat  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.  S.  C.  590a-590f) , 
including  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establishment 
of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including  farm  irri¬ 
gation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures  as  may  be 
necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of  reservoirs) ; 
operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classification  and  map¬ 
ping  of  soils;  dissemination  of  information;  purchase  and 
erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings;  and  operation 
and  maintenance  of  aircraft;  $73,545,000 :  Provided,  That 
the  cost  of  any  permanent  building  purchased,  erected,  or 
as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of  constructing  a  water 
supply  or  sanitary  system  and  connecting  the  same  to 
any  such  building  and  with  the  exception  of  buildings  ac¬ 
quired  in  conjunction  with  land  being  purchased  for  other 
purposes,  shall  not  exceed  $2,500,  except  for  eight  buildings 
to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000 
per  building  and  except  that  alterations  or  improvements 
to  other  existing  permanent  buildings  costing  $2,500  or 
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more  may  be  made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amount  not 
to  exceed  $500  per  building:  Provided  further,  That  no 
part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  any  such  building  on  land  not  owned  by  the 
Government:  Provided  further,  That  in  the  State  of  Mis¬ 
souri,  where  the  State  has  established  a  central  State  agency 
authorized  to  enter  into  agreements  with  the  United  States 
or  any  of  its  agencies  on  policies  and  general  programs  for 
the  saving  of  its  soil  by  the  extension  of  Federal  aid  to 
any  soil  conservation  district  in  such  State,  the  agreements 
7nade  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  with  any  such 
soil  conservation  district  shall  have  the  prior  approval  of 
such  central  State  agency  before  they  shall  become  effective 
as  to  such  district:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this 
appropriation  may  be  expended  for  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  operations  under  the  Act  of  April  27, 1935  (16  U.  S.  C. 
590a-590f) ,  in  demonstration  projects:  Provided  further, 
That  not  to  exceed  $5,000  may  be  used  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574),  as  amended  by 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) : 
Provided  further,  That  qualified  local  engineers  may  be  tem¬ 
porarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to  perform  the  technical 
planning  work  of  the  service. 
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WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  surveys,  investigations, 
and  research  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures,  in¬ 
cluding,  hut  not  limited  to,  engineering  operations,  methods 
of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and  changes  in  use 
of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection  and, 
Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954  (16 
U .  S.  C.  1001-1007 ) ,  and  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  April 
27, 1935  (16  U.  S.  C.  590a-590f ) ,  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  $25,500,000 ) ,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  un¬ 
expended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  Department  for  watershed  protection  purposes. 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 
Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.  S.  C.  701- 
709),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activities  of  the 
Department,  to  perform  works  of  improvement,  including 
not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended,  $13,220,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged 
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the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or 
transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood  prevention  purposes: 
Provided,  That  no  part  of  such  funds  shall  be  used  for  the 
purchase  of  lands  in  the  Yazoo  and  Little  Tallahatchie 
watersheds  icithout  specific  approval  of  the  county  board  of 
supervisors  of  the  county  in  which  such  lands  are  situated. 

WATER  CONSERVATION  AND  UTILIZATION  PROJECTS 
For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the 
Department  under  the  Acts  of  May  10,  1939  (53  Stat.  685, 
719),  October  14,  1940  (16  U.  S.  C.  590y-z-10),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  June  28,  1949  (63  Stat.  277), 
and  September  6,  1950  (7  U.  S.  C.  1033-1039 ) ,  relating 
to  water  conservation  and  utilization  projects,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended,  $350,000,  which  sum  shall  be  merged 
with  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropri¬ 
ated  to  said  Department  for  the  purpose  of  said  Acts. 

Great  Plains  Conservation  Program 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program  of 
conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section  16 
(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (70  Stat.  1115-1117), 
$10,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

Agricultural  Conservation  Program  Service 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program 
authorized  in  sections  7  to  15,  16  (a),  and  17  of  the  Soil 
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Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  Febru¬ 
ary  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.  S.  C.  590g-590  (o), 
590 p  ( a)-590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for  the 
preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays 
at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United 
States;  $ 212,000,000 ,  to  remain  available  until  December  31 
of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the 
program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving  prac¬ 
tices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act, 
1957,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1,  1956,  to  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1957,  inclusive:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $24,- 
698,000  of  the  total  sum  provided  under  this  head  shall  be 
available  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for  administrative 
expenses  for  carrying  out  such  program,  the  cost  of  aerial 
photographs,  however,  not  to  be  charged  to  such  limitation; 
but  not  more  than  $5,025,800  shall  be  transferred  to  the 
appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  section  392, 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  ’:  Provided  further, 
That  none  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to 
pay  the  salaries  or  expenses  of  any  regional  information 
employees  or  any  State  information  employees,  but  this  shall 
not  preclude  the  answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  infor¬ 
mation  at  the  county  level  to  individual  farmers:  Provided 
further,  That  such  amount  shall  be  available  for  administra- 
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tive  expenses  in  connection  with  the  formulation  and  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  1958  program,  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and 
water-conserving  practices,  under  the  Act  of  February  29, 
1936,  as  amended  (amounting  to  $ 250,000,000 ,  including 
administration,  and  no  participant  shall  receive  more  than 
$1,500,  except  where  the  participants  from  two  or  more  farms 
or  ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved  practices  designed  to 
conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural  resources  of  the  com¬ 
munity)  :  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  5  per  centum 
of  the  allocation  for  the  1958  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  for  any  county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of  such 
county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  be 
withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for 
services  of  its  technicians  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  the 
agricultural  conservation  program  in  the  participating  coun¬ 
ties,  and  shall  not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
for  any  purpose  other  than  technical  and  other  assistance  in 
such  counties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recommendation  of 
such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee f 
not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made  available  to  any 
other  Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for  the  same 
purpose  and  under  the  same  conditions:  Provided  further, 
That  for  the  1958  program  $2,500,000  shall  be  available 
for  technical  assistance  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  agri- 
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cultural  conservation  practices  and  $ 1,000,000  shall  he  avail¬ 
able  for  conservation  practices  related  directly  to  flood  pre¬ 
vention  ivork  in  approved  watersheds :  Provided  further,  That 
such  amounts  shall  he  available  for  the  purchase  of  seeds, 
fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming  material,  or  any 
soil-terracing  services,  and  making  grants  thereof  to  agricul¬ 
tural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices 
approved  hy  the  Secretary  under  programs  provided  for 
herein:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office,  corporation, 
or  other  agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Department,  shall 
be  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of  salary  or 
travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has  been  convicted  of  vio¬ 
lating  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious  political 
activities”,  approved  August  2,  1939,  as  amended,  or  who 
has  been  found  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have  violated  or  at¬ 
tempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits  the  use  of  Fed¬ 
eral  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  personal  services  or 
other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any  manner  a  Member 
of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any  legislation  or  appropria¬ 
tion  by  Congress  except  upon  request  of  any  Member  or 
through  the  proper  official  channels. 
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Soil  Bank  Programs 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 
F or  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a,  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  G  of  the 
Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.  S.  C.  1831-1837  and  1802-1814), 
$162,940,000 :  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $18,000,000 
shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  of  which  not  less 
than  $13,500,000  may  be  transferred  to  the  appropriation  ac¬ 
count,  “ Local  administration,  section  388,  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938" :  Provided  further,  That  no  part 
of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  to  enter  into  contracts 
with  producers  which  together  with  contracts  already  enttred 
into  would  require  payments  to  producers  (including  the  cost 
of  materials  and  services)  in  excess  of  $350,000,000  in  any 
calendar  year,  and  for  purposes  of  applying  this  limitation, 
practice  payments  shall  be  chargeable  to  the  first  year  of  the 
contract  period:  Provided  further,  That  the  average  annual 
rental  payment  per  acre  shall  not  exceed  $7.50  per  acre  for 
conservation  reserve  contracts  entered  into  thirty  days  after 
approval  of  this  Act. 

Acreage  Eeseiive,  Soie  Bas-k-  Reserve  Program 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  an  acreage  reserve 
program  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  subtitles  A  and 
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C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.  S.  C.  1821-1824  and  1802- 
1814),  $600,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  el  ties 
appropriation  skk  he  need  fo  forme] ate  and  administer  an 
aero  ago  reserve  program  with  respect  fe  the  19&8  erepsr 
er  in  fetal  compensation  being  paid  fe  any  one  producer 
in  excess  of  $2-, -5 00  with  respeed  fe  the  4958  crops  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  to  exceed  $ 34,500,000  of  the  toted  sum  pro¬ 
vided  under  this  head  shall  be  available  for  administrative 
expenses:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  used  to  formulate  and  administer  an  acreage 
reserve  program  which  would  result  in  toted  compensation 
being  paid  to  producers  in  excess  of  $500,000,000  with 
respect  to  the  1958  crops,  or  in  total  compensation  being 
peiid  to  any  one  producer  in  excess  of  $5,000  with  respect 
to  the  1958  crops. 

TITLE  II— COBPOKATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  cor¬ 
poration  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make 
such  contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal 
year  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  nec¬ 
essary  in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget 
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for  the  fiscal  year  1958  for  such  corporation  or  agency, 
except  as  hereinafter  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 
Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation:  Provided ,  That 
not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  of  administrative  and  operating 
expenses  may  he  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

RESTORATION  OF  CAPITAL  IMPAIRMENT 

To  restore  the  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  determined  by  the  appraisal  of  June  30, 
1956,  pursuant  to  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  8,  1938, 
as  amended  (15  U.  S.  C.  713a-l),  $1,239,788,671. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out 
any  activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  to  exceed  $34, -398, 000  $35,398,000  shall  be 
available  for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Corporation  in¬ 
cluding  uniforms,  or  allowances  therefor,  as  authorized  by 
the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (5  U.  S.  C.  2131),  as 
amended:  Provided  further,  That  $1,000,000  of  this  author¬ 
ization  shall  be  available  only  to  expand  and  strengthen  the 
sales  program  of  the  Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  con¬ 
tained  in  the  Corporation’s  charter:  Provided  further,  That 
not  less  than  7  per  centum  of  this  authorization  shall  be 
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placed  in  reserve  to  be  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such 
amounts  and  at  such  time  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry 
out  program  operations:  Provided  further,  That  all  neces¬ 
sary  expenses  (including  legal  and  special  services  performed 
on  a  contract  or  fee  basis,  but  not  including  other  personal 
services)  in  connection  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  main¬ 
tenance,  improvement,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal 
property  belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has 
an  interest,  including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  col¬ 
lateral,  shall  be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for 
the  purposes  hereof. 

TITLE  III— SPECIAL  ACTIVITIES 

REIMBURSEMENTS  TO  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

FOR  ADVANCES  FOR  ANIMAL  DISEASE  ERADICATION 

ACTIVITIES 

To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
authorized  transfers  through  June  30,  1956  (including  in¬ 
terest  through  June  30,  1957),  as  follows:  (1)  $1,853,450 
for  sums  transferred  to  the  appropriation  “Eoot-and-mouth 
and  other  contagious  diseases  of  animals  and  poultry’’,  fiscal 
year  1956,  for  eradication  activities,  pursuant  to  authority 
contained  under  such  head  in  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act, 
1956,  and  (2)  $16,728,210  for  sums  transferred  to  the 
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appropriation  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Agricultural  Research 
Service”,  fiscal  year  1956,  for  brucellosis  eradication,  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  204  (e)  of  the  Act  of  August  28,  1954, 
as  amended  (7  U.  S.  0.  397) . 

REIMBURSEMENT  TO  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION  FOli 
ADVANCES  FOR  GRADING  AND  CLASSING  ACTIVITIES 
For  reimbursement  to  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
for  sums  transferred  to  the  appropriation  “Marketing  re¬ 
search  and  service”  through  June  30,  1956  (including  in¬ 
terest  thereon  through  June  30,  1957) ,  pursuant  to  the  Act 
of  August  31,  1951  (7  U.  S.  C.  414a) ,  for  grading  tobacco 
and  classing  cotton  without  charge  to  producers,  as  author¬ 
ized  by  law  (7  U.  S.  C.  473a,  51  Id) ,  $80,449. 

SPECIAL  COMMODITY  DISPOSAL  PROGRAMS 
To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
authorized  costs  (including  interest  through  June  30,  1957) , 
as  follows:  (1)  $92,930,611  under  the  International  Wheat 
Agreement  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1641- 
1642)  ;  (2)  $94,483,518  for  commodities  disposed  of  for 
emergency  famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples  pursuant  to 
title  II  of  the  Act  of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C. 
1703,  1721-1724)  ;  and  (3)  $637,000,000  for  the  sale  ol 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign  currencies  pur¬ 
suant  to  title  I  of  the  Act  of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (  7 
U.  S.  C.  1701-1709). 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


33 


TITLE  IV— RELATED  AGENCIES 
Eaem  Ceedit  Administration 
Not  to  exceed  $2,200,000  (from  assessments  collected 
from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the 
current  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 

Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation 
The  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  is  authorized 
to  make  such  expenditures,  within  available  funds  and  in 
accordance  with  law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  liquidate  its 
assets:  Provided,  That  funds  realized  from  the  liquidation 
of  assets  which  are  determined  by  the  Board  of  Directors 
to  he  in  excess  of  the  requirements  for  expenses  of  liquida¬ 
tion  shall  be  applied  first  to  the  retirement  of  the  remaining 
Government  investment  in  the  capital  stock  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration  and  then  to  dividends  which  shall  be  paid  into 
the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

Federal  Intermediate  Credit  Banks 
Not  to  exceed  $3,375,000  (to  be  computed  on  an  ac¬ 
crual  basis)  of  the  funds  of  the  hanks  shall  be  available  for 
administrative  expenses,  including  the  purchase  of  not  to 
exceed  six  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only 
and  services  performed  for  the  banks  by  other  Government 
agencies  (except  services  and  facilities  furnished  and  exam¬ 
inations  made  by  the  Farm  Credit  Administration,  and 
services  performed  by  any  Federal  Reserve  bank  and  by 
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the  United  States  Treasury  in  connection  with  the  financial 
transactions  of  the  banks)  ;  and  said  total  sum  shall  be  exclu¬ 
sive  of  interest  expense,  legal  and  special  services  performed 
on  a  contract  or  fee  basis,  and  expenses  in  connection  with 
the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improvement,  pro¬ 
tection,  or  disposition  of  real  or  personal  property  belonging 
to  the  banks  or  in  which  they  have  an  interest. 

TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  501.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law, 
appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  552 
passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only,  and  for  the 
hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  502.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  503.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended 
(5  U.  S.  O.  2131). 

Sec.  504.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee 
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of  the  Department  who,,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on 
behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 
bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  prediction, 
oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 
or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices  of 
cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  505.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 
incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  fimds  appro¬ 
priated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of 
twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced 
outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  506.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropria¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  and  July  28,  1954 
(7  U.  S.  O.  427,  1621-1629),  shall  be  available  for  con¬ 
tracting  in  accordance  with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  507.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  or  of  the  funds  available  for  expenditure  by  any 
corporation  or  agency  included  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  for 
publicity  or  propaganda  purposes  to  support  or  defeat  legis¬ 
lation  pending  before  the  Congress. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul- 


1  ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act, 


2  1958”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  May  15,  1957. 


Attest : 


RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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1.  MONOPOLIES;  MEATPACKERS.  Rep.  Dixon  insertedNthe  testimony  of  Sen.  Watkins 

before  the  House  Antitrust  and  Commerce  and  Finance  Subcommittees  in  support  of 
legislation  to  transfer  certain  functions  under  xhe  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act 
to  FTC.  pp.  7788-92 

2.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Rep.  Edmondson  spoke  in  favor  of  a  "balanced  flood  control 

program"  developed  and^  carried  out  jointly  by  the  Army  ^engineers,  SCS,  and  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation,  and  inserted  a  newspaper  editorial  in  support  of  this 
approach  to  the  flo'kd  control  problem,  pp.  7787-88 

3.  FLOOD  INSURANCE./  Rep.  Sadlak  spoke  in  favor  of  additional  appropriations  to 

institute  the.Federal  flood  insurance  program,  pp.  7797-98 

4.  FISCAL  POLICIES.  Rep.  Patman  criticized  the  fiscal  policies  of  the\Administra- 

tion.  Pl/  7795-97 


5.  FARM 
cul 


GRAM.  Rep.  Natcher  reviewed  the  development  and  importance  of  agri- 
and  farm  life  in  the  U.  S.  pp.  7798-99 


6.  POSTAL  RATES.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  submitted  a  minority 
report  on  H.R.  5836,  to  readjust  postal  rates  and  to  establish  a  congressional^ * 
policy  for  the  determination  of  postal  rates  (H.  R  pt.  524) .  p.  7800  \ 


7. 


8. 


PUBLIC  LANDS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  without 
amendment  H.R.  4635,  to  provide  for  the  settlement  and  entry  of  public  lar 
in  Alaska  containing  coal,  oil,  or  gas  under  Sec.  10  of  the  act  of  May  lj 
1898  \H.  Rept.  546).  p.  7800 


STATEHCOI 
for  Alasft 


Received  an  Alaska  American  Legion  resolution  favoring  statehood 

.  p.  7802 


RECLAMATION. \ An  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  subcommittee  ordered  reported 
with  amendment  to  the  full  Committee  S.  1482,  to  amend  the  Columbia  Basin 
Project  Act  toXincrease  the  limitation  on  the  acreage  one  family  might  have 
of  irrigated  lartd,  and  S.  J.  Res.  39,  to  authorize  the  construction  of  certain 
water  conservation  projects  to  provide  for  a  more  adequate/supply  of  water  for 
irrigation  purpose^  in  the  Pecos  River  Basin,  N.  Mex.  anyTex.  p.  D509 


SENATE 


10.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  (June  7)  with  amendments 
the  following  bill^l: 


00707* thg~in,dependent--pfficeg-appropri-afciott’ -bill  "fog  -1958  (0;— Rcpfr1. 


w  '■  C 

H.R.  7441,  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill  for  1958  (S.  Rept.  415) ; and 


'HTft: — 6r2~8~7— the— babtrr»Heslrh7- Edueati-cmT^and-VJcl  fore  appropriation  bit* 


-for— 1-958  (G.  Rept.  4l6)n 

Sen.  Russell  submitted  a  notice  of  a  motion  to  suspend  the  rules  to  allow 
an  amendment  to  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill  extending  to  the  Foreign 
Agricultural  Service  certain  administrative  provisions  of  the  Foreign  Service 
Act  (under  current  law  such  provisions  for  FAS  expire  June  30,  1957). 

Sen.  Mundt  submitted  and  discussed  with  Sen.  Russell  an  amendment  to 
strike  from  the  bill  language  inserted  by  the  Appropriations  Committee  which 
would  reduce  the  average  annual  payment  for  conservation  reserve  land  to 
$7.50  per  acre,  pp.  7663-4 


Sen.  O'Mahoney  submitted  An  amendment  fco  H.R.  7565,  the  Defense  Department 
appropriation  bill  for  1958 , /requiring  the  services  to  unify  their  procurement 
under  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  pp.  7689-91 

H.R.  6500,  the  D.C.  appropriation  bill  for\L958,  was  made  the  unfinished 
business,  p.  7691  /  \  ^ 


11. 


FOREIGN  AID.  The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  reported  (June  7)  with  amendment 
S.  2130,  the  mutual  security  authorization  bill  (S.  Kept.  417).  p.  7641 
Sen.  Green  urged  that  attention  be  paid  to  the  mutual  security  bill 
report  and  hearings,  and  pointed  out  that  only  11  working  days  had  passed 
since  the  President  submitted  his  proposals,  p.  7661 

Sen.  O'Mahoney  submitted  and  discussed  an  amendment  t&  the  mutual 
security  biiy'to  require  Government  agencies  responsible  foX  foreign  aid 
programs  to/keep  certain  Congressional  committees  informed,  pp.  7666-7 


12.  FOREST  SERVICE.  Received  from  the  Comptroller  General  an  audit  report  on  the 


Forest  Service,  1955-55.  p.  7642 


13.  FOOD  DISTRIBUTION.  Agreed  to  print  as  S.  Doc.  43,  the  report  of  theNjlub- 
committee  on  the  problems  of  hungry  children  in  D.  C.  pp.  7649-50 


14.  EDUCATIONAL  EXCHANGE.  Received  a  report  from  the  Secretary  of  State  on 
international  educational  exchange  program,  Jan. -June  1955.  p.  7642 
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sed  Agricultural  appropriation  biT3k  House  subcommittee 


HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  nas 
ordered  reported  bills  to  provide  improved  methods  of  static 
to  extend  Reorganization  Act. 


budget  estimates,  and 


SENATE 


AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1958.  Passed  with  amendments  this  bill,  H.R. 
7441.  pp.  7891-4,  7895-7939 
Agreed  to  the  following  amendments: 

All  Committee  amendments,  which  were  then  considered  as  original  text.  pp. 
7891-3 

By  Sen.  Mundt,  40-38,  to  reject  the  committee  amendment  which  would  limit  the 
average  annual  rental  payment  for  conservation  reserve  contracts  entered 
into  30  days  after  enactment  to  $7.50  per  acre.  (pp.  7913-22) 

By  Sen.  Humphrey,  to  increase  funds  for  meat  inspection  $240,000,  after  agreeing 
to  modify  his  original  recommendation  of  a  $1,802,000  increase.  (pp» 
7928-31) 

Rejected  the  following  amendments: 

By  Sen.  Russell,  26  to  52,  to  reduce  the  total  available  for  conservation 
reserve  payments  to  $250  million  from  $350  million,  (pp.  7922-8) 

By  Sen.  Lausche,  7  to  71,  to  eliminate  the  acreage  reserve  program  and  limit 
compensation  to  any  one  producer  to  a  maximum  of  $2,500,  thus  restoring 
this  section  to  its  House  status.  (pp.  7931-6) 

Sens.  Russell,  Hayden,  Hill,  Robertson,  Ellender,  Young,  Mundt,  and 
Dworshak  were  appointed  conferees,  p.  7939 


2 


APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  with  amendments  H.R.  6500,  the  °.C.  pp  P 

for,  1953.  (pp.  7853-87)  .  ^is  btl1.  ff  ^  / 

funds  for  distribution  of  surplus  commodities  and  relief  milk  to  public  an< 

charitable  institutions,  and  for  carrying  out  a  "penny  millc'  program  for  / 

schoolVhildren  of  D.C.  under  agreement  with  USDA. 


4. 


5. 


H  R.  \6070 ,  the  independent  offices  appropriation  bill  for  1953 ^was  made 
the  unfinished  business.  (pp.  7939-40)  The  Appropriations  Committee  in  S. 
Rept.  414,  on  H.R.  6070,  urged  that  the  summary  tables  of  real  property 
inventories,  \ssued  as  S.  Doc.  25  and  S.  Doc.  41,  be  prepared  on/an  annual  ^ 
basis  and  printed  as  a  Senate  document.  They  also  recommended,an  increase  in 
the  operating  expenses  of  the  Public  Buildings  Service,  restoring  $5,750,000  of 
the  House  reduction  for  financing  space  commitments  and  the  Cleaning  of 
buildings,  'which  the  committee  considers  of  prime  importance  and  urges  the 

Administration  to  increase. "  / 

The  Appropriation^  Committee  in  S.  Rept.  416,  on  H.R.  6237,  the  Labor- 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  appropriation  bill  fo/l953,  recommended  an 
increase  of  $263,800  for  the  Mexican  farm  labor  program;  approved  the  budget  ^ 
estimate  for  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  with  an  added  authorization  fq 
the  purchase  of  motor  vehicles  for  inspectional  personnel ,  as  "It  is  the 
sense  of  the  committee  that  iV  will  be  more  economical  to  provide  the  vehicles 
than  to  pay  employees  for  the  Operation  of  personally  owned  cars'  ;  reduced  the 
allowance  for  sewage  waste  treatment  works  construction  to  $45  million  while 
allowing  State  allotments  to  be  mkde  on  the  basis  of  the  full  $50  million, 
and  deleted  the  House  provision  wh£ch  would  limit  the  allowance  for  indirect 
costs  on  research  grants  for  the  Nat\ondl  Institutes  of  Health  to  154  of  the 
research  grant,  on  the  ground  that  "Indirect  costs  are  as  much  a  part  of  the 

'  v  :s,"  with  the  request  that  the  General 


total  cost  of  research  as  are  direct/coj 


Accounting  Office  study  the  problem^ to  ^hterraine  whether  a  fixed  percentage 
limit  ought  to  be  adopted. 


3.  TRAM SPORT AT ION.  The  Surface  Transportation  Subcommittee  ordered  reported  to  the 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  S.  to  restrict  the  penalties 

for  non-compliance  with  IC^/rules.  pp.  D514-1! 

EXPENDITURES.  The  Joint  Committee  on  Reduction  of 
Expenditures  reported  ph  the  unexpended  balances 


onessential  Federal 

in  appropriation 


remaining 


iLAptillUJ-UUJL  Cb  icpuiucu  V/Li  - - '  y  v  o/  /  C 

accounts  as  of  April  T,  which  totalled  $89.1  billion\  pp.  7844-5 


FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Smith,  N. J. ,  inserted  four  editorial \favoring  enactment  o 
the  mutual  security  bill  reported  from  the  Foreign  Relati-pns  Committee,  pp, 
7849-51 


6.  PUBLIC  DEBT.  /Sen.  Byrd  inserted  statements  by  Sens.  Saltonstall  and  Allott  on 


S.  1738,  to/provide  for  applying  a  regular  portion  of  the  pub] 
reduce  the  national  debt.  pp.  7887-91 


c  revenues  to 


7.  BUDGET.  / Received  a  Calif.  Legislature  resolution  urging  budget  cut* 


7343 


8.  WATER'  RESOURCES.  Received  a  Calif.  Legislature  resolution  urging  construction 
of/the  Folsom-South  Canal,  p.  7843 


9.  L^IDS.  Received  an  Okla.  Senate  resolution  urging  an  inquiry  into  the  lar 
/  procurement  procedures  of  the  Corps  of  Army  Engineers  in  the  Oolagah  Dam 
project,  pp.  7343-4 


85th  CONGRESS  I_f  ]T|  *1  A  A  X 

1st  Session  |"L  /  44  1 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  11, 1957 

Ordered  to  be  printed  with  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  numbered 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 

6  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  namely: 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 
relating  to  production  and  utilization,  to  control  and  eradicate 
pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related 
inspection,  quarantine  and  regulatory  work,  and  meat  in¬ 
spection:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $75,000  of  the 
appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574) ,  as  amended  by 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  : 
Provided  further,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  he 
available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft  and 
the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  one  for  replacement  only: 
Provided  further,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be 
available  pursuant  to  title  5,  United  States  Code,  section  565a, 
for  the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and 
improvements,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  con¬ 
structing  any  one  building  (except  headhouses  connecting 
greenhouses)  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  except  for  five  build¬ 
ings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 
$20,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building 
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during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750  or  (1)3  &  per 
centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater: 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the 
production  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products,  and  re¬ 
lated  research  and  services,  including  administration  of  pay¬ 
ments  to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations;  (la)$48,-994, 
890  $ 58,794,890 :  (JiyPmmded,  That  net  te  exceed  $25,000 
shah  be  available  for  alterations  ef  -buddings?  without  regard 
te  limitations  prescribed  herein  Provided,  That  the  limitations 
contained  herein  shall  not  apply  to  $ 1,955,000  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  buildings  or  to  replacement  of  buildings  needed 

to  carry  out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  U.  S.  C.  113a)  ; 

\ 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera¬ 
tions  and  measures  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant 
and  animal  diseases  and  for  carrying  out  assigned  inspection, 
quarantine  and  regulatory  activities,  as  authorized  by  law; 
(3)12-5,682,000  $ 26,082,000 ,  of  which  $1,000,000  shall  be 
apportioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects  and 
plant  diseases  under  the  joint  resolution  approved  May  9, 1938 
(7  U.  S.  C.  148-148e),  and  the  Act  of  August  13,  1954 
(7  TJ.  S.  0.  148) ,  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emergency 
conditions:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall 
be  used  to  pay  the  cost  or  value  of  trees,  farm  animals,  farm 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


4 


crops,  or  other  property  injured  or  destroyed  as  a  result  of 
plant  insect  and  disease  control  activities  except  potatoes  and 
tomatoes  as  authorized  under  the  Golden  Nematode  Act: 
Provided  further,  That,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary,  no 
part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  expended  for  the  control  of 
sweetpotato  weevil  in  any  State  until  such  State  has  provided 
cooperation  necessary  to  accomplish  this  purpose,  or  for 
barberry  eradication  until  a  sum  or  sums  at  least  equal  to 
such  expenditures  shall  have  been  made  available  by  States, 
counties,  or  local  authorities,  or  by  individuals  or  organiza¬ 
tions  for  the  accomplishment  of  this  purpose,  or  with  respect 
to  the  golden  nematode  except  as  prescribed  in  section  4  of 
the  Golden  Nematode  Act; 

Meat  inspection:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  laws 
relating  to  Federal  inspection  of  meat  and  meat-food  products 
and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  laws  relating  to  process 
or  renovated  butter;  (4)$46-58£jQ00  $16,826,000. 

STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Kico: 
For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations  to  carry 
into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March 
2,  1887  (7  IT.  S.  0.  362,  363,  365,  368,  377-379),  as 

amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955  (69  Stat. 

/ 

671),  including  administration  by  the  United  States  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  (5>$29-, -00-3, 708  $30,003,708 ;  and 
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payments  authorized  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Act,  the  Act  approved  August  14,  1946 
(7  U.  S.  C.  1623),  $500,000;  in  all,  (O^O^O^OS 
$30,503,708. 

Penalty  mail:  For  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural 
experiment  stations,  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of 
1887,  as  amended,  $250,000. 

DISEASES  OF  ANIMALS  AND  POTTLTKY 

Eradication  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  in  the 
arrest  and  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest, 
contagious  pleuro-pneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infec¬ 
tious  diseases  of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar 
diseases  in  poultry,  and  for  foot-and-mouth  disease  and 
rinderpest  programs  undertaken  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  and  the  Act  of  May  29, 
1884,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  391;  21  U.  S.  C.  111-122), 
including  expenses  in  accordance  with  section  2  of  said 
Act  of  February  28,  1947,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from 
other  appropriations  or  funds  available  to  the  bureaus,  cor¬ 
porations,  or  agencies  of  the  Department  such  sums  as  he 
may  deem  necessary,  but  not  to  exceed  $1,270,000  for 
eradication  of  vesicular  exanthema  of  swine,  to  be  avail¬ 
able  only  in  an  emergency  which  threatens  the  livestock 
or  poultry  industry  of  the  country,  and  any  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  transferred  under  this  head  in  the  next 
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preceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged  with  such  transferred 
amounts:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  he  subject 
to  applicable  provisions  contained  in  the  item  “Salaries  and 
expenses,  Agricultural  Research  Service”. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND 

EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico: 
For  payments  for  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work 
under  the  Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June 
26,  1953  (7  U.  S.  C.  341-348) ,  and  the  Act  of  August  11, 
1955  (69  Stat.  683-4) ,  (7)$47-6067006  $ 49,370,000 ;  and 
payments  and  contracts  for  such  work  under  section  204 
(b )  —205  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 
IT.  S.  C.  1623-1624),  $1,495,000;  in  all,  (8)$4974047000 
$ 50,865,000 :  Provided,  That  funds  hereby  appropriated 
pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  shall 
not  be  paid  to  any  State,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  or  Puerto  Rico 
prior  to  availability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non-Federal 
sources  for  expenditure  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents:  For  cost  of  em¬ 
ployer’s  share  of  Federal  retirement  for  cooperative  extension 
employees,  $5,260,000. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $2,164,000. 
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Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26, 
1953  (7  U.  S.  0.  341-348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11, 
1955  (69  Stat.  683-4),  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1621-1627), 
and  to  coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the 
extension  work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States, 
Territories,  and  insular  possessions,  $2,096,540. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1926  (7  U.  S.  C.  451-457) ,  $578,000. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 
For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  research  and  service 
to  improve  and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating 
to  agriculture  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws, 
including  the  administration  of  marketing  regulatory  acts 
connected  therewith:  Provided ,  That  appropriations  here¬ 
under  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  5  U.  S.  C.  565a  for  the 
construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  im¬ 
provements,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  erect¬ 
ing  any  one  building  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  except  for 
two  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not 
to  exceed  $20,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one 
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building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750 
or  3  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is 
greater : 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates:  For  re¬ 
search  and  development  relating  to  agricultural  marketing 
and  distribution,  for  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income 
and  population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  for  crop 
and  livestock  estimates,  and  for  acquisition  of  land, 
(9)$1 4,044-700  $14,141,700 :  Provided,  That  not  less  than 
$350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  to  continue  to  gather  statistics  and  conduct  a 
special  study  on  the  price  spread  between  the  farmer  and  the 
consumer :  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein 
appropriated  shall  he  available  for  any  expense  incident  to 
ascertaining,  collating,  or  publishing  a  report  stating  the 
intention  of  farmers  as  to  the  acreage  to  be  planted  in  cotton, 
or  for  estimates  of  apple  production  for  other  than  the  com¬ 
mercial  crop; 

Marketing  services :  For  services  relating  to  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  for  carrying  out  regulatory  acts 
connected  therewith,  and  for  administration  and  coordination 
of  payments  to  States,  (10)111,274,900  $14,324,900,  in¬ 
cluding  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  employment  at  rates  not  to 
exceed  $50  per  diem,  except  for  employment  in  rate  cases  at 
not  to  exceed  $100  per  diem  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
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of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C. 
574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) ,  in  carrying  out  section  201  (a)  to 
201  (d) ,  inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938  (7  U.  S.  0.  1291)  and  section  203  (j)  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES,  TERRITORIES,  AND  POSSESSIONS 
For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus 
and  departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  mar¬ 
keting  activities  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  0.  1623  (b )  ) , 

$1,160,000. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.  S.  0.  1751-1760), 
$100,000,000:  Provided ,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under  section  5  of  said 
Act. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  908) ,  and  for  enabling  the  Secretary 
to  coordinate  and  integrate  activities  of  the  Department  in 
connection  with  foreign  agricultural  work,  including  not  to 
H.  R.  7441 - 2 
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exceed  $25,000  for  representation  allowances,  and  for  expenses 
pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August  3,  1956 

(70  Stat.  1034),  (11)$ 3,902-, -300  $ 4,052,300 :  Provided, 

• 

That  not  less  than  $400,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics  and  related 
facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete  information 
on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodi¬ 
ties  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis(12):  Provided 
further,  That  'provisions  of  the  Act  of  August  1,  1956  (70 
Stat.  890-892),  and  provisions  of  a  similar  nature  in  appro¬ 
priation  Acts  of  the  Department  of  State  for  the  current  and 
subsequent  fiscal  years  which  facilitate  the  work  of  the  Foreign 
Service  shall  be  applicable  to  funds  available  to  the  Foreign 
Agricultural  Service. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7 
U.  S.  C.  l-17a),  $832,000. 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service 

ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  MARKETING  QUOTAS 
For  necessary  expenses  to  formulate  and  carry  out 
acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota  programs  pursuant 
to  provisions  of  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1301-1393),  $40,715,- 
000,  of  which  not  more  than  $6,380,100  shall  be  transferred 
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to  the  appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  sec¬ 
tion  392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.  S.  C.  1101-1160) , 
$67,662,500,  to  remain  available  imtil  June  30  of  the  next 
succeeding  fiscal  year:  Provided ,  That  expenditures  (includ¬ 
ing  transfers)  from  this  appropriation  for  other  than  pay¬ 
ments  to  sugar  producers  shall  not  exceed  $2,124,500. 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 
For  operating  and  administrative  expenses,  $6,376,700. 

Kural  Electrification  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electrifi¬ 
cation  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  901-924),  as 
follows : 

LOA  N  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed 
from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act  as  follows:  Rural 
electrification  program,  $179,000,000,  of  which  not  to 
exceed  $20,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  bor¬ 
rowed  under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent 
that  such  amount  is  required  during  the  fiscal  year  1958 
under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and 
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orderly  development  of  the  rural  electrification  program; 
and  rural  telephone  program,  $60,000,000,  of  which  not  to 
exceed  $10,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  bor¬ 
rowed  under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent 
that  such  amount  is  required  during  the  fiscal  year  1958 
under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and 
orderly  development  of  the  rural  telephone  program. 

SALAEIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  and  not  to  exceed 
$150,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C. 
574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) ,  $9,030,950. 

Farmers’  Home  Administration 

To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  titles  I,  II,  and 
the  related  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1000-1031)  ; 
the  Farmers’  Home  Administration  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C. 
1001,  note;  31  U.  S.  O.  82h;  12  U.  S.  O.  371;  35  D.  0. 
Code  535;  60  Stat.  1062-1080)  ;  the  Act  of  July  30, 
1946  (40  U.  S.  C.  436-439)  ;  the  Act  of  August  28, 
1937,  as  amended  (16  H.  S.  C.  590r-590x— 3) ,  for  the 
development  of  facilities  for  water  storage  and  utilization 
in  the  arid  and  semiarid  areas  of  the  United  States;  the 
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provisions  of  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(42  U.  S.  0.  1471-1483),  relating  to  financial  assistance 
for  farm  housing;  the  Rural  Rehabilitation  Corporation 
Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3,  1950  (40  U.  S.  C. 
440-444)  ;  the  items  “Loans  to  farmers,  1948  flood  damage” 
in  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948  (62  Stat.  1038),  and  “Loans 
to  farmers,  property  damage”  in  the  Act  of  May  24,  1949 
(63  Stat.  82)  ;  the  collecting  and  servicing  of  credit  sales 
and  development  accounts  in  water  conservation  and  utiliza  ¬ 
tion  projects  (53  Stat.  685,  719),  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented  (16  U.  S.  C.  590y,  z — 1  and  z — 10)  ;  and  the  Act 
to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  convey  certain 
mineral  interests,  approved  September  6,  1950  (7  U.  S.  C. 
1033-1039) ,  as  follows: 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  (including  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  taxes 
under  section  50  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 
as  amended,  and  advances  incident  to  the  acquisition  and 
preservation  of  security  of  obligations  under  the  foregoing 
several  authorities,  except  that  such  advances  under  title  V 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  shall  be  made  from 
funds  obtained  under  section  511  of  that  Act,  as  amended)  : 
Title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $24,000,000,  of  which  not 
to  exceed  $2,500,000  may  he  distributed  to  States  and  Ter- 
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ritories  without  regard  to  farm  population  and  prevalence 
of  tenancy,  in  addition  to  the  amount  otherwise  distributed 
thereto,  for  loans  in  reclamation  projects  and  to  entrymen 
on  unpatented  public  land;  title  II  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $180,000,000;  the  Act  of 
August  28,  1937,  as  amended,  $5,500,000:  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  the  foregoing  several  amounts  shall  he  bor¬ 
rowed  in  one  account  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  set  forth  under  this  head  in 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation  Act,  1952. 

SAL  ABIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  making,  servicing,  and  collecting  loans  and  insured 
mortgages,  the  servicing  and  collecting  of  loans  made  under 
prior  authority,  the  liquidation  of  assets  transferred  to 
Farmers’  Home  Administration,  and  other  administrative 
expenses,  $29,089,500,  together  with  a  transfer  of  not  to 
exceed  $950,000  of  the  fees  and  administrative  expense 
charges  made  available  by  subsections  (d)  and  (e)  of  sec¬ 
tion  12  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1005  (b)  ),  and  section  10  (c)  of 
the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended. 

Office  of  the  Geneeal  Counsel 

t 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $2,943,000. 
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1  Office  of  the  Secretary 

2  For  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 

3  ture;  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Com- 

4  mission;  stationery,  supplies,  materials,  and  equipment; 

5  freight,  express,  and  drayage  charges;  advertising  of  bids, 

6  communication  service,  postage,  washing  towels,  repairs  and 

7  alterations,  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses 

8  not  otherwise  provided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical 

9  and  efficient  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture; 

10  (13)$3,610, £60  $2,664,060. 

11  Office  of  Information 

12  For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 

13  the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordi- 

14  nation  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized  by 
Congress  in  the  Department,  $1,367,500,  of  which  total 

lb  appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000  may  be  used  for 
17  farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  interests 
lb  of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country,  an 

19  equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  delivered 

20  to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the 

21  Senators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as 

22  they  shall  direct  (7  U.  S.  C.  417)  and  not  less  than  two 

23  h&ndred  thirty  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty  copies  for 

24  the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  part  2 

25  of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as  the  Yearbook 
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1  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73  of  the  Act  of 

2  January  12,  1895  (44  U.  S.  C.  241)  :  Provided,  That  in 

3  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  exhibits  by  the  Depart- 

4  ment,  not  exceeding  a  total  of  $10,000  may  be  used  for 

5  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706 

6  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  O.  574),  as 

7  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 

8  U.  S.  C.  55a) . 


9  Library 

10  Lor  necessary  expenses,  including  dues  for  library 

11  membership  in  societies  or  associations  which  issue  publica- 

12  tions  to  members  only  or  at  a  price  to  members  lower  than 

13  to  subscribers  who  are  not  members,  $772,000. 

14  (14)SoEb  anb  Water  Conservation 

15  Bor  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  sail  and  water  eon- 

16  sorvatien  programs  authorised  m  the  Soil  Conservation  and 

17  Domestic  Allotment  Act?  as  amended  -(4-6  44  Sr  44  590a-- 
16  590q-)~,  the  Watershed  Protection  and  -Blood  Prevention  AeO 

19  as  amended  -(46  44  Sv  44  4001— 1007}-, ■  the  Blood  Control 

20  Aety  as  amended  and  supplemented  -{33  44  Sr  44  70  4-709},- 

21  subtitles  41  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  -{7  44  Sr  44  4894- 

22  483-7-  and  -1802-1814) ,  the  Acts  of  May  40?  4939  -{53  StaA 

23  685?  749}?  October  44?  4940  -{46  44  Sr  Or  590y-z  -40}? 

24  as  amended  and  supplemented?  June  38?  -494-9  -{63  Statr 


25  2-77-}?  and  September  6?  1950  -{7  44  Sr  44  1033-1039},- 
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$535,000,000?  to  remain  available  unth  emended  : 

That  net  te  exceed  $40^000,000  shah  be  available  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  m  carrying  eat  sections  7-1-7  ef  the 
Bed  Conservation  and  Domestic  Abetment  Aet  and  subtitles 
R  and  C  el  the  Soil  Bank  Aet  el  whieh  net  less  than  $30?- 
000,000  may  he  transferred  te  the  appropriation  aeeeunt 
-Local  administration,  section  008?  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Aet  el  1938” :  Provided  further,  -That  net  te  execcd 
$7,2-00,000  shah  he  transferred  te  and  merged  with  the  ap- 
propriation  “Salaries  and  expenses,'  Agricultural  Research 
Service,  Research”  for  seif  and  water  conservation  research? 
ef  which  $1,200,000  shah  he  available  for  eenstructien  ef 
buildings  and  for  the  acquisition  ef  necessary  land  therefor, 
and  net  te  exceed  $20,000  for  alterations  ef  buildings, 
without  regard  te  limitations  prescribed  in  this  Aet-:  Pro¬ 
vided  further ,  That  this  appropriation  shah  be  available  pur¬ 
suant  te  title  #7  -U-nitcd  States  Cede?  section  505a?  for  the 
construction,'  alteration,  and  repair  ef  buildings  and  improve¬ 
ments?  but  unless  otherwise  provided  the  cost  ef  constructing 


anv  one  building  shall  net  exceed 


and  the  cost  ef 


altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shah  net  ex¬ 
ceed  $3,750  or  0  per  centum  ef  the  cost  ef  the  building, 
whichever  is  greater ;  net  te  exceed  $l-50?000  for  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  te  the  sceond  sentence  ef  section  700  -fa)-  ef 
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the  Organie  Act  el  1944  -f§  47  St  Or  574) -,  as  amended  by 
section  4#  ol  the  Act  el  August  ffi  1946  -(5  4b-  Sr  €b  55a)-; 
and  for  the  temporary  employment  el  qualified  local  engi¬ 
neers  at  per  diem  rates  to  perform  tfie  teehnieal  planning 
work :  Provided  further,  That  tfie  unexpended  balances  ol 
appropriations  fierctelore  made  lor  “Watershed  protection”  ,- 
“Blood  prevention”^  and  ‘Abater  conservation  and  utiliza- 
tien  projects”-  shall  be  merged  with  this  appropriation-:-  Pro¬ 
vided  further ,-  That  programs  included  hereunder  shall  be 
subject  to  the  following  additional  provisions : 

■Agricultural  conservation  program-:  This  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in  connection 
with  the  formulation  and  administration  el  the  4958  pro¬ 
gram  el  soil  building  and  soil  and  water  conservation  prac- 
tiees  under  sections  7-  to  dtp  46  -(a)-  and  47-  el  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Aerf  as  amended 
-(amounting  to  $250,600,060,  including  administration,  and 
no  participant  shah  receive  more  than  $2,566,  except  where 
the  participants  from  two  or  mere  farms  or  ranehes  join 
to  earry  out  approved  practices  designed  to  eonservo  or 
improve  the  agricultural  resources  el  the  community)-^  and 
for  the  purchase  el  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,-  treesy  or  any 
other  fanning  material^  or  any  soil-terracing  services  and 
making  grants  thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid  them 
in  carrying  out  fanning  praetiecs  approved  by  the  Secretary 
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under  programs  provided  for  heroin.  £fot  to  exceed  §  per 
centum  of  aH  Ike  allocation  for  tke  -1-958  agricultural  conser 
vation  program  for  any  comity  may,  on  the  recommendation 
of  suck  county  committee  and  approval  of  tke  State  com¬ 
mittee,  he  withheld  and  allotted  to  tke  Soil  Conservation 
Service  for  se-r-v-iees  of  its  technicians  in  formulating  and 
carrying  out  tke  agrieukaral  conservation  program  in  tke 
participating  eounties?  and  shah  not  ke  utilized  hy  tke  Soil 
Conservation  Service  for  any  purpose  other  than  technical 
and  other  assistance  in  seek  counties,  and  1ft  £1(1  (lit  lOlly  Oft 
tke  recommendation  of  suek  county  committee  and  approval 
of  tke  State  eommittec?  not  to  exceed  4  per  eentum  may  ke 
made  available  to  any  other  ^Federal?  State?  or  local  pubiie 
agency  for  tke  same  purpose  and  under  tke  same  conditions. 

Conservation  reserve  program-?  ^fo  part  of  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  ke  used  to  enter  into  contracts  with  producers 
wliieh  together  with  contracts  already  entered  into  would  re¬ 
quire  payments  to  producers  (including  tke  cost  of  mate¬ 
rials  and  services)-  in  excess  of  $250,000,000  in  any  calendar- 
year?  and  for  purposes  of  applying  this  limitation,  practice 
shall  ke  chargeable  to  tke  hrst  year  of  tke  contract 


period. 

Conservation  operations?  Soil  Conservation 
4kis  appropriation  shah  ke  avail akle  for  preparation  of  con¬ 
servation  plans  and  establishment  of  measures  to  conserve 
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soil  and  water  -(including  farm  irrigation  and  lank  drainage 
and  suefe  speeial  measures  as  may  fee  necessary  to  prevent 
floods  and  tfee  sdtation  of  reservoirs)  ;  operation  of  eonserva- 
tion  nurseries-j  and  classification  and  mapping  of  sods-r  Pro¬ 
vided,  further,  That  in  tfee  State  of  Missouri,  -where  tfee  State 
fens  established  a  central  State  agency  authorized  to  enter 
into  agreements  with  tfee  United  States  or  any  of  its  agencies 
on  policies  and  general  programs  for  tfee  saving  of  its  soil 
fey  tfee  extension  of  Federal  aid  to  any  soil  conservation  dis¬ 
trict  in  snefe  State  under  sections  4  to  fe  of  tfee  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  and  Domestic  -Allotment  Aefe  as  amended;  tfee 
agreements  made  fey  or  on  behalf  of  tfee  United  States  with 
any  suefe  soil  conservation  district  shall  have  tfee  prior 
approval  of  suefe  central  State  agency  before  they  shad 
bceomc  effective  as  to  suefe  district: 

-Flood  prevention :  Ye  part  of  tfee  funds  expended  in 
accordance  witfe  tfee  Flood  Control  Aefe  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  shall  fee  used  for  tfee  purchase  of  lands  in 
tfee  -Yazoo  and  Little  Yaflahatehic  watersheds  without  spe¬ 
cific  approval  of  tfee  county  board  of  supervisors  of  tfee  eounty 
in  which  suefe  lands  are  situated. 

(15)$o/l  Conservation  Service 

( 1 6)(7  ONSER  V  ATI  ON  OPERATIONS 

For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.  S.  C.  590a-590f) , 
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including  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establishment 
of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and,  water  (including  farm  irri¬ 
gation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures  as  may  be 
necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of  reservoirs) ; 
operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classification  and  map¬ 
ping  of  soils ;  dissemination  of  information;  purchase  and 
erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings;  and  operation 
and  maintenance  of  aircraft;  $73,545,000 :  Provided,  That 
the  cost  of  any  permanent  building  purchased,  erected,  or 
as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of  constructing  a  water 
supply  or  sanitary  system  and  connecting  the  same  to 
any  such  building  and  with  the  exception  of  buildings  ac¬ 
quired  in  conjunction  with  land  being  purchased  for  other 
purposes,  shall  not  exceed  $2,500,  except  for  eight  buildings 
to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000 
per  building  and,  except  that  alterations  or  improvements 
to  other  existing  permanent  buildings  costing  $2,500  or 
more  may  be  made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amount  not 
to  exceed  $500  per  building:  Provided  further,  That  no 
part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  any  such  building  on  land  not  owned  by  the 
Government:  Provided  further,  That  in  the  State  of  Mis¬ 
souri,  where  the  State  has  established  a  central  State  agency 
authorized  to  enter  into  agreements  with  the  United  States 
or  any  of  its  agencies  on  policies  and  general  programs  for 
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the  saving  of  its  soil  by  the  extension  of  Federal  aid  to 
any  soil  conservation  district  in  such  State,  the  agreements 
made  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  with  any  such 
soil  conservation  district  shall  have  the  prior  approval  of 
such  central  State  agency  before  they  shall  become  effective 
as  to  such  district:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this 
appropriation  may  be  expended  for  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  operations  under  the  Act  of  April  27, 1935  (16  U.  S.  C. 
590a-590f) ,  in  demonstration  projects:  Provided  further, 
That  not  to  exceed  $ 5,000  may  be  used  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1941  (5  U.  S.  G.  574),  as  amended  by 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) : 
Provided  further,  That  qualified  local  engineers  may  be  tem¬ 
porarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to  perform  the  technical 
planning  work  of  the  service. 

(ll^WATERSRED  PROTECTION 
For  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  surveys,  investigations, 
and  research  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures,  in¬ 
cluding,  but  not  limited  to,  engineering  operations,  methods 
of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and  changes  in  use 
of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954  (16 
U.  S.  C.  1001-1007 ) ,  and  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  April 
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27, 1935  (16  U.  S.  C.  590a-590f ) ,  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  $25 ,500 ,000 ,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  un¬ 
expended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  Department  for  watershed  protection  purposes. 

(18 ^FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 
Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.  S.  C.  701- 
709),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activities  of  the 
Department,  to  perform  worlds  of  improvement,  including 
not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended,  $13,220,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged 
the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or 
transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood  prevention  purposes: 
Provided,  That  no  part  of  such  funds  shall  be  used  for  the 
purchase  of  lands  in  the  Yazoo  and  Little  Tallahatchie 
watersheds  without  specific  approval  of  the  county  board  of 
supervisors  of  the  county  in  which  such  lands  are  situated. 
(19)water  conservation  and  utilization  projects 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the 
Department  under  the  Acts  of  May  10,  1939  (53  Stat.  685, 
719),  October  14,  1940  (16  U.  S.  0.  590y-z-10),  as 
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amended  and  supplemented ,  June  28,  1949  (63  Stat.  277), 
and,  September  6,  1950  (7  U.  S.  C.  1033-1039 ) ,  relating 
to  water  conservation  and  utilization  projects,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended,  $ 350,000 ,  which  sum  shall  be  merged 
with  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropri¬ 
ated  to  said  Department  for  the  purpose  of  said  Acts. 

(20 )Great  Plains  Conservation  Program 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program  of 
conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section  16 
(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (70  Stat.  1115-1117 ) , 
$10,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

(21) Agricultural  Conservation  Program  Service 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program 
authorized  in  sections  7  to  15,  16  (a),  and  17  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  Febru¬ 
ary  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.  S.  C.  590g-590  (o), 
590p  (a)-590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for  the 
preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays 
at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United 
States;  $212,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  December  31 
of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the 
program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving  prac¬ 
tices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act, 
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1957,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1,  1956,  to  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1957,  inclusive:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $24,- 
698,000  of  the  total  sum  provided  under  this  head  shall  be 
available  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for  administrative 
expenses  for  carrying  out  such  program,  the  cost  of  aerial 
photographs,  however,  not  to  be  charged  to  such  limitation; 
but  not  more  than  $5,025,800  shall  be  transferred  to  the 
appropriation  account  “ Administrative  expenses,  section  392, 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”:  Provided  further, 
That  none  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to 
pay  the  salaries  or  expenses  of  any  regional  information 
employees  or  any  State  information  employees,  but  this  shall 
not  preclude  the  answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  infor¬ 
mation  at  the  county  level  to  individual  farmers :  Provided 
further,  That  such  amount  shall  be  available  for  administra¬ 
tive  expenses  in  connection  with  the  formulation  and  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  1958  program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and 
water-conserving  practices,  under  the  Act  of  February  29, 
1936,  as  amended  (amounting  to  $250,000,000,  including 
administration,  and  no  participant  shall  receive  more  than 
$1,500,  except  where  the  participants  from  two  or  more  farms 
or  ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved  practices  designed  to 
conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural  resources  of  the  com¬ 
munity)  :  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  5  per  centum 
of  the  allocation  for  the  1958  agricultural  conservation  pro- 
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gram  for  any  county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of  such 
county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  he 
withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for 
services  of  its  technicians  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  the 
agricultural  conservation  program  in  the  participating  coun¬ 
ties,  and  shall  not  he  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
for  any  purpose  other  than  technical  and  other  assistance  in 
such  counties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recommendation  of 
such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee . 
not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  he  made  available  to  any 
other  Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for  the  same 
purpose  and  under  the  same  conditions:  Provided  further, 
That  for  the  1958  program  $2,500,000  shall  he  available 
for  technical  assistance  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  practices  and  $1,000,000  shall  he  avail¬ 
able  for  conservation  practices  related  directly  to  flood  pre¬ 
vention  work  in  approved  watersheds :  Provided  further,  That 
such  amounts  shall  he  available  for  the  purchase  of  seeds, 
fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming  material,  or  any 
soil-terracing  services,  and  making  grants  thereof  to  agricul¬ 
tural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices 
approved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs  provided  for 
herein:  Provided  further,  That  no  pail  of  any  funds  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office,  corporation, 
or  other  agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Department,  shall 
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be  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of  salary  or 
travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has  been  convicted  of  vio¬ 
lating  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious  political 
activities' ,  approved  August  2,  1939,  as  amended,  or  who 
has  been  found  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have  violated  or  at¬ 
tempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits  the  use  of  Fed¬ 
eral  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  personal  services  or 
other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any  manner  a  Member 
of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any  legislation  or  appropria¬ 
tion  by  Congress  except  upon  request  of  any  Member  or 
through  the  proper  official  channels. 

(22 'ySoiL  Bank  Programs 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the 
Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.  S.  C.  1831-1837  and  1802-1814), 
$162,940,000 :  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $18,000,000 
shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  of  which  not  less 
than  $13,500,000  may  be  transferred  to  the  appropriation  ac¬ 
count,  “Local  administration,  section  388,  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938” :  Provided  further,  That  no  part 
of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  to  enter  into  contracts 
with  producers  which  together  with  contracts  already  entered 
into  would  require  payments  to  producers  (including  the  cost 
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of  materials  and  services)  in  excess  of  $ 350,000,000  in  any 
calendar  year ,  and  for  purposes  of  applying  this  limitation, 
practice  payments  shall  he  chargeable  to  the  first  year  of  the 
contract  period. 

Acreage  (23)Reserve,-  Sea  Basfk  Reserve  Program 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  an  acreage  reserve 
program  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  subtitles  A  and 
0  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.  S.  0.  1821-1824  and  1802- 
1814) ,  $600,000,000:  (24 '^Provided;  That  no  part  of  this 
appropriation  shah  ho  used  to  formulate  and  administer  an 
acreage  reserve  program  with  respect  to  the  4058 
or  in  total  compensation  being  paid  to  any  one 
in  excess  of  $2^500  with  respect  to  the  40-58  crops  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  to  exceed  $ 34,500,000  of  the  total  sum  pro¬ 
vided  under  this  head  shall  be  available  for  administrative 
expenses:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  used  to  formulate  and  administer  an  acreage 
reserve  program  which  would  result  in  total  compensation 
being  paid  to  producers  in  excess  of  $ 500,000,000  with 
respect  to  the  1958  crops,  or  in  total  compensation  being 
paid  to  any  one  producer  in  excess  of  $5,000  with  respect 
to  the  1958  crops. 

TITLE  II— CORPORATIONS 


The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
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funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  cor¬ 
poration  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make 
such  contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal 
year  Limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  nec¬ 
essary  in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget 
for  the  fiscal  year  1958  for  such  corporation  or  agency, 
except  as  hereinafter  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 
Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation:  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  of  administrative  and  operating 
expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

RESTORATION  OF  CAPITAL  IMPAIRMENT 
To  restore  the  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  determined  by  the  appraisal  of  June  30, 
1956,  pursuant  to  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  8,  1938, 
as  amended  (15  U.  S.  C.  7l3a-l),  $1,239,788,671. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any 
activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law :  Provided, 
That  not  to  exceed  (25)$34,398,000  $35,398,000  shall  be 
available  for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Corporation  in- 
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eluding  uniforms,  or  allowances  therefor,  as  authorized  by 
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the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (5  U.  S.  0.  2131),  as 
amended:  Provided  further,  That  $1,000,000  of  this  author¬ 
ization  shall  be  available  only  to  expand  and  strengthen  the 
sales  program  of  the  Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  con¬ 
tained  in  the  Corporation’s  charter:  Provided  further,  That 
not  less  than  7  per  centum  of  this  authorization  shall  he 
placed  in  reserve  to  be  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679 
of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such 
amounts  and  at  such  time  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry 
out  program  operations:  Provided  further,  That  all  neces¬ 
sary  expenses  (including  legal  and  special  services  performed 
on  a  contract  or  fee  basis,  but  not  including  other  personal 
services)  in  connection  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  main¬ 
tenance,  improvement,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal 
property  belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has 
an  interest,  including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  col¬ 
lateral,  shall  be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for 
the  purposes  hereof. 

TITLE  III— SPECIAL  ACTIVITIES 

REIMBURSEMENTS  TO  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

FOR  ADVANCES  FOR  ANIMAL  DISEASE  ERADICATION 

ACTIVITIES 

To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
authorized  transfers  through  June  30,  1956  (including  in¬ 
terest  through  June  30,  1957),  as  follows:  (1)  $1,853,450 
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for  sums  transferred  to  the  appropriation  “Foot-and-mouth 
and  other  contagious  diseases  of  animals  and  poultry”,  fiscal 
year  1956,  for  eradication  activities,  pursuant  to  authority 
contained  imder  such  head  in  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act, 
1956,  and  (2)  $16,728,210  for  sums  transferred  to  the 
appropriation  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Agricultural  Eesearch 
Service”,  fiscal  year  1956,  for  brucellosis  eradication,  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  204  (e)  of  the  Act  of  August  28,  1954, 
as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  397) . 

REIMBURSEMENT  TO  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION  FOB 
ADVANCES  FOR  GRADING  AND  CLASSING  ACTIVITIES 
For  reimbursement  to  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
for  sums  transferred  to  the  appropriation  “Marketing  re¬ 
search  and  service”  through  June  30,  1956  (including  in¬ 
terest  thereon  through  June  30,  1957) ,  pursuant  to  the  Act 
of  August  31,  1951  (7  IT.  S.  C.  414a) ,  for  grading  tobacco 
and  classing  cotton  without  charge  to  producers,  as  author¬ 
ized  by  law  (7  U.  S.  C.  473a,  5 lid) ,  $80,449. 

SPECIAL  COMMODITY  DISPOSAL  PROGRAMS 
To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
authorized  costs  (including  interest  through  June  30,  1957) , 
as  follows:  (1)  $92,930,611  under  the  International  Wheat 
Agreement  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1641- 
1642)  ;  (2)  $94,483,518  for  commodities  disposed  of  for 
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emergency  famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples  pursuant  to 
title  II  of  the  Act  of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C. 
1703,  1721-1724)  ;  and  (3)  $637,000,000  for  the  sale  ol 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign  currencies  pur¬ 
suant  to  title  I  of  the  Act  of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (  7 
U.  S.  0.  1701-1709). 

TITLE  IV— RELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Ceedit  Administration 
Not  to  exceed  $2,200,000  (from  assessments  collected 
from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the 
current  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 

Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation 
The  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  is  authorized 
to  make  such  expenditures,  within  available  funds  and  in 
accordance  with  law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  liquidate  its 
assets:  Provided ,  That  funds  realized  from  the  liquidation 
of  assets  which  are  determined  by  the  Board  of  Directors 
to  be  in  excess  of  the  requirements  for  expenses  of  liquida¬ 
tion  shall  be  applied  first  to  the  retirement  of  the  remaining 
Government  investment  in  the  capital  stock  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration  and  then  to  dividends  which  shall  be  paid  into 
the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

Federal  Intermediate  Credit  Banks 
Not  to  exceed  $3,375,000  (to  be  computed  on  an  ac¬ 
crual  basis)  of  the  fimds  of  the  banks  shall  be  available  for 
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administrative  expenses,  including  the  purchase  of  not 'to 
exceed  six  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only 
and  services  performed  for  the  banks  by  other  Government 
agencies  (except  services  and  facilities  furnished  and  exam¬ 
inations  made  by  the  Farm  Credit  Administration,  and 
services  performed  by  any  Federal  Reserve  bank  and  by 
the  United  States  Treasury  in  connection  with  the  financial 
transactions  of  the  banks)  ;  and  said  total  sum  shall  be  exclu¬ 
sive  of  interest  expense,  legal  and  special  services  performed 
on  a  contract  or  fee  basis,  and  expenses  in  connection  with 
the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improvement,  pro¬ 
tection,  or  disposition  of  real  or  personal  property  belonging 
to  the  banks  or  in  which  they  have  an  interest. 

TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  501.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law, 
appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  552 
passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only,  and  for  the 
hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  502.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  503.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  he  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
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as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended 
(5  U.  S.  0.2131). 

Sec.  504.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee 
of  the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on 
behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 
bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  prediction, 
oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 
or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices  of 
cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  505.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 
incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of 
twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced 
outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  506.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropria¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  and  July  28,  1954 
(7  U.  S.  C.  427,  1621-1629),  shall  be  available  for  con¬ 
tracting  in  accordance  with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  507.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  or  of  the  funds  available  for  expenditure  by  any 
corporation  or  agency  included  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  for 


35 

1  publicity  or  propaganda  purposes  to  support  or  defeat  legis- 

2  lation  pending  before  the  Congress. 

3  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul- 

4  ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act, 

5  1958”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  May  15,  1957. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 

Passed  the  Senate  with  amendments  June  11,  1957. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 
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lines  4  ai»4  5  of  page  7  the  deletion  of  the 
words  “because  of  economic  conditions  ex¬ 
isting  or  threatening.’*  I  think  that  such 
a  change  might  also  be  helpful  in  view  of 
the  possible  urgency  of  a  war-preparedness 
period  during  which  it  would  be  necessary 
in  the  national  ihterest  to  expend  sums  of 
money  for  national^  defense,  probably  with 
deficit  financing.  .This  provision  thus 
amended  would  cover  a  wide  range  of  situa¬ 
tions,  not  only  economic  but  when  military 
preparedness  is  essential.,  in  contemplation 
of  open  hostilities. 

I  should  also  like  to  ask  the  committee 
to  consider  the  inclusion  of\he  addition  of 
a  section  at  the  end  of  tliig  bill  which 
would  amend  the  Budget  anch  Accounting 
Act  to  provide  that  the  President  include 
in  each  year’s  budget  an  item  of  a/sufficient 
surplus  of  funds  to  cover  the  debt  reduction 
or  tax  reduction  which  would  be  brought 
about  by  the  reduced  debt  ceilings  tmder 
the  terms  of  the  act.  This  additional  pro¬ 
vision  would  insure  that  the  budget  si 
mitted  by  the  Executive  in  each  year  woul 
contain  an  item  specifically  reserved  for  debt's 
reduction  so  that  the  needed  surplus  to 
effectively  reduce  the  ceiling  would  be  thus 
appropriated. 

I  have  put  dates  in  the  bill  to  give  it  sub¬ 
stance;  naturally  these  dates  should  be 
made  to  conform  with  the  schedule  for  the 
bill’s  consideration. 

I  should  like  at  this  time  to  ask  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  consent  to  read  a  few  statements 
in  connection  with  this  bill  which  -I  have 
received  from  persons  whose  business  it  is 
to  consider  fiscal  policies  and  money  mat¬ 
ters.  I  should  also  like  the  committee’s 
consent  to  insert  in  the  Record  a  selection 
of  editorials  and  commentaries  which  have 
been  published  about  S.  1738. 

Systematic  Reduction  op  Public  Debt,  S. 

1738,  Senator  Saltonstall 
(Statement  of  Senator  Allott  before  the 

Senate  Committee  on  Finance,  June  11, 

1957) 

Mr.  Chairman,  everyone  worries  about  the 
national  debt.  S.  1738  does  something  about 
it — something  constructive  in  terms  of  re¬ 
ducing  it.  I  want  to  state  my  unequivocal 
support  of  it.  If  I  read  my  mail  correctly, 

I  have  some  solid  backing  in  Colorado. 

My  very  distinguished  colleague  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts,  in  introducing  this  bill  made 
very  accurate  observations  in  justification  of 
this  bill.  He  stated  that  controlled  reduc¬ 
tion  of  the  national  debt  is  essential  to  (1) 
reduce  the  tremendous  sum  required  annu 
ally  for  payment  of  th'e  interest  charge: 

(2)  to  control  Federal  spending,  (3)  to  pre¬ 
pare  for  tax  relief,  (4)  to  combat  inflation, 
and  (5)  to  make  us  stronger  for  the/ eco¬ 
nomic  struggle  in  our  fight  to  meet  the 
threat  of  communism.  His  analysis  is  so 
obviously  sound  and  complete  that'he  leaves 
little  to  be  said,  but  I  want  to.  add  a  few 
thoughts  about  the  disaster  which  I  believe 
lies  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  rqad  we  are  now 
traveling. 

First  I  want  to  say  thaj/l  am  neither  an 
economist  nor  an  expert/ on  public  finance. 
And  I  do  not  know  that  Senator  Salton-  / 
stall’s  bill  is  the  be$t’  one  that  can  be  de¬ 
vised  to  deal  with  this  problem.  It  may  well 
be  that  what  is  needed  is  a  constitutional 
rather  than  a  statutory  limitation.  It  may 
also  be  that  the/timing  and  amount  of  debt 
reduction  shopid  be  altered.  I  only  know 
that  the  futflre  of  the  Republic  requires  a 
realistic  loqfc  at  the  alarming  delinquency 
of  presentprocedures  for  developing  congres¬ 
sional  fiscal  policy,  with  particular  empha¬ 
sis  on  Control  of  spending  and  reduction  of 
debt./  A  1955  report  to  Congress  by  the 
Comptroller  General  (Audit  Report  to  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  Review  of  Use 
Cumulative  Sinking  Fund  for  retirement 
bf  Public  Obligations,  1921-25)  clearly  states 


the  need  for  revising  the  machinery  for 
debt  retirement  on  a  more  realistic  basis. 
That  report  goes  on  to  note  that  Federal 
debt  policy  has  become  increasingly  impor¬ 
tant  in  the  trend  of  Government  spending, 
stability  of  the  dollar’s  purchasing  power, 
and  the  general  economic  level. 

A  recent  independent  committee  study 
pointed  to  4  real  perils  surrounding  our  na¬ 
tional  debt;  (1)  The  dilution  of  the  dollar, 
(2)  the  risk  of  boom  and  bust,  (3)  the 
smothering  of  enterprise,  and  (4)  the  loss 
of  human  freedom. 

But  our  people  have  not  needed  a  Govern¬ 
ment  agency  to  point  out  the  hazards  of 
ignoring  the  $275  billion  debt  in  hopes  it 
would  go  away.  They  know  it  won’t.  They 
know  that  interest  payments  on  it  account 
for  about  one-tenth  of  our  budget  expendi¬ 
tures.  They  know  that  individual  integrity 
is  the  basis  for  individual  credit  and  recog¬ 
nize  that  national  fiscal  integrity  is  just  as 
important. 

Herbert  Miller,  who  is  an  expert  on  these 
problems,  stated  the  problem  quite  accurately 
when  he  said : 

“There  is  evidence  that  there  is  more  un- 
irstanding  and  concern  among  citizens  over 
odr  Federal  debt  trends  than  is  reflected  by 
congressional  action.  This  concern  stems 
from’a  basic  understanding  of  human  nat 
born  6(  intimate  and  close  experience  afid 
observation.  Most  Americans  know  thaynu- 
man  needs  and  wants  are  practically  un¬ 
limited  while  resources  to  satisfy  tljem  are 
relatively  limited.  When  Government  as¬ 
sumes  a  role  of  providing  for  thosedmlimited 
needs  and  waryts,  and  competitive  political 
ambitions  contend  in  outbidding  and  out- 
promising  each  other  to  supply  those  wants, 
they  know  the  aggregate  of' individual  and 
group  wants  is  likely,  to  be  more  than  avail¬ 
able  resources  can  m\et.- prudently.  If  the 
immediate  cost  of  supplying  such  wants  can 
be  deferred  and  diffused  by  using  debt  to 
finance  them,  prudent  citizens  know  that 
some  harness  is  needed  in  the  incurrence  of 
debt  and  some  definite  retirement  policy 
must  invoke  tl)/  fiscal  discipline  of  paying 
our  debts.” 

The  debt  ,  Which  until  recently,  had  been 
mounting  Readily  must  be  brought  under  ef¬ 
fective  cohtrol.  In  1914  the  debt  Vas  less 
than  $1 /billion.  In  1940  only  $49  billion,  and 
5  year/  later  it  had  risen  to  $269  billion. 
With/great  effort  it  has  been  contained,  at 
abqut  $275  billion  and  even  reduced  slightly 
during  the  past  few  years.  This  amount 
ir  beyond  what  many  economic  thinkers' 
consider  our  peril  point,  that  is,  the  point 
where  the  public’s  confidence  in  the  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  ability  to  pay  its  debts  begins  to 
deteriorate.  So  the  problem  really  is  one  of 
national  security. 

I  think  it  is  interesting  to  note  that  only 
five  of  these  United  States  do  not  have  con¬ 
stitutional  controls  on  deficit  financing.  In 
1954  the  average  per  capita  debt  of  those 
States  which  require  constitutional  amend¬ 
ments  was  $43.  The  average  per  capita  debt 
for  the  20  States  which  require  a  vote  of  the 
people  was  $49.  In  contrast,  for  those  eight 
States  which  have  no  constitutional  restric¬ 
tions  or  minor  ones,  the  average  per  capita 
debt  was  $77.  That  there  is  a  need  for  con¬ 
trol  of  public  debt  is  evidenced  by  the  num¬ 
ber  of  States  with  such  controls.  And  the 
effectiveness  of  such  controls  is  nicely  at¬ 
tested  by  the  comparative  debt  figures  men¬ 
tioned. 

The  extraordinary  thing  is  that  there  is  no 
comparable  constitutional  control  at  the 
Federal  level.  Perhaps  our  Founding  Fathers 
thought  the  operations  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  were  so  circumscribed  that  this 
type  control  was  unnecessary.  But  at  this 
point,  it  appears  obvious  that  some  control 
is  vital,  and  S.  1738  strikes  me  as  an  approach 
to  the  problem  that  will  do  the  job,  at  least 
until  someone  suggests  something  better. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  concerned  about 
fact  that  we  as  individual  Members 
gress  do  not  really  have  an  opportunijft  to 
shoulder  the  responsibility  for  our 
operation.  In  this  regard  I  am  veyy  much 
Interested  in  a  proposal  recently  introduced 
by  Senator  Wiley  and  cosponsored  by  many 
of  my  colleagues,  providing  for  a/oint  budget 
committee  and  a  legislative  budget..  I  make 
this  point,  only  to  emphasise  the  obvious 
fact  that  S.  1738  does  not  solve,  nor  attempt 
to  ^olve  all  our  fiscal  problems.  And  it  is  not 
clear  how  much  progress  we  can  make  toward 
a  really  sound  fiscal  operation  until  expendi¬ 
ture  control  is  effectuated.  But  we  must  take 
these  problems  one  at  a  time,  and  I  person¬ 
ally  entertain  no  ,<foubts  that  S.  1738  is  es¬ 
sential  legislation,  and  strongly  urge  its 
favorable  consideration  by  this  committee. 
We  need  fiscal  procedures  which  make  the 
incurrence  qf  debt  an  issue  in  each  fiscal 
year  and  relate  that  issue  to  expenditures  and 
income.  / 

Without  it  our  ship  of  state  has  too  much 
sail  arid  too  little  anchor.  The  time  has 
arriyed  to  adopt  the  flexible  debt  retirement 
poll’cy  devised  by  my  good  friend  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts,  with  of  course,  such  improve- 
lents  as  I  feel  certain  this  committee  can 
develop 


DEPARTMENT  OP  AGRICULTURE 

AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1958 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  Calendar  No.  422, 

H.  R.  7441,  the  agriculture  appropriation 
bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  bill  by  title,  for  in¬ 
formation. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.  R.  7441) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit 
Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Texas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill,/* 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  with  amend¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  should  like  to  inform  the  Senate 
that  our  present  plan,  when  we  complete 
action  on  the  Agriculture  appropriation 
bill,  is  to  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
the  independent-offices  appropriation 
bill.  As  all  Senators  know,  we  have  a 
convening  hour  set  for  tomorrow,  9:30 
a.  m.,  and  the  Senate  will  remain  in  ses¬ 
sion  late  this  evening,  in  order  to  get  as 
far  along  as  possible. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
consideration  of  the  agricultural  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  committee  amendments  be 
agreed  to  en  bloc,  that  the  bill  as  thus 
amended  be  considered  as  original  text 
for  the  purpose  of  amendment,  and  that 
no  points  of  order  be  waived. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendments  agreed  to  en  bloc  are 
as  follows: 

Under  the  heading  “Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture — Title  I — Regular  Activities — Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Service — Salaries  and  Ex- 
cordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
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penses,”  on  page  3,  line  1,  after  the  word 
"or”,  to  strike  out  "3”  and  insert  "6.” 

On  page  3,  line  6,  after  the  word  “stations”, 
strike  out  "$48,994,890”  and  insert  “$58,- 
794,890”,  and  in  the  same  line,  after  the 
amendment  just  above  stated,  to  strike  out 
" Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  $25,000  shall 
be  available  for  alterations  of  buildings, 
without  regard  to  limitations  prescribed 
herein”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “Provided, 
That  the  limitations  contained  herein  shall 
not  apply  to  $1,955,000  for  the  construction 
of  buildings  or  to  replacement  of  buildings 
needed  to  carry  out  the  act  of  April  24,  1948 
(21  TJ.  S.  C.  113a);”. 

On  page  3,  at  the  beginning  of  line  17,  to 
strike  out  "$25,682,000”  and  insert 
"$26,082,000.” 

Under  the  subhead  “State  Experiment 
Stations,”  on  page  4,  line  25,  after  the  word 
"Agriculture,”  to  strike  out  "$29,003,708” 
and  insert  “$30,003,708,”  and  on  page  5, 
line  3,  after  the  word  “all.”  to  strike  out 
"$29,503,708”  and  insert  "$30,503,708.” 

Under  the  subhead  “Extension  Service — • 
Cooperative  Extension  Work,  Payment  and 
Expenses,”  on  page  6,  line  11,  after  “(69  Stat. 
683-4),”  strike  out  “$47,606,000”  and  insert 
"$49,370,000,”  and  in  line  14,  after  the  word 
“all,”  to  strike  out  “$49,101,000”  and  insert 
"$50,865,000.” 

Under  the  subhead  “Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Service — Marketing  Research  and 
Service,”  on  page  8,  at  the  beginning  of  line 
8,  to  strike  out  “$14,041,700”  and  insert 
"$14,141,700.” 

On  page  8,  line  21,  after  the  word  “States,” 
to  strike  out  "$14,274,900”  and  insert 
"$14,324,900.” 

Under  the  subhead  "Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,”  on  page  10,  line  2,  after  “(70  Stat. 
1034),”  to  strike  out  “$3,902,300”  and  insert 
"$4,052,300,”  and,  in  line  7,  after  the  word 
"basis,”  to  insert  a  colon  and  “Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  provisions  of  the  act  of  August  1, 
1956  (70  Stat.  890-892),  and  provisions  of  a 
similar  nature  in  appropriation  acts  of  the 
Department  of  State  for  the  current  and 
subsequent  fiscal  years  which  facilitate  the 
work  of  the  Foreign  Service  shall  be  appli¬ 
cable  to  funds  available  to  the  Foreign  Agri¬ 
cultural  Service.” 

Under  the  subhead  "Office  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary,”  on  page  15,  at  the  beginning  of  line  14, 
to  strike  out  “$2,640,660”  and  insert  “$2,664,- 
060.” 

On  page  16,  after  line  20,  to  strike  out: 
"soil,  and  water  conservation 

"For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  soil 
and  water  conservation  programs  authorized 
in  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.  S.  C.  590a^ 
590q) ,  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.  S.  C. 
1001-1007),  the  Flood  Control  Act,  as 
amended  and  supplemented  (33  U.  S.  C.  701- 
709),  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank 
Act  (7  U.  S.  C.  1831-1837  and  1802-1814), 
the  acts  of  May  10,  1939  (53  Stat.  685,  719), 
October  14,  1940  (16  U.  S.  C.  590y-z-10),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  June  28,  1949 
(63  Stat.  277),  and  September  6,  1950  (7 
U.  S.  C.  1033-1039),  $535  million,  to  remain 
available  until  expended :  Provided,  That  not 
to  exceed  $40  million  shall  be  available  for 
administrative  expenses  in  carrying  out  sec¬ 
tions  7-17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act  and  subtitles  B  and 
C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  of  which  not  less  than 
$30  million  may  be  transferred  to  the  appro¬ 
priation  account  “Local  administration,  sec¬ 
tion  388,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938”;  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed 
$7,200,000  shall  be  transferred  to  and  merged 
with  the  appropriation  “Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses,  Agricultural  Research  Service,  Re¬ 
search”  for  soil  and  water  conservation 
research,  of  which  $1,200,000  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  construction  of  buildings  and  for 
the  acquisition  of  necessary  land  therefor, 
and  not  to  exceed  $20,000  for  alterations  of 


buildings,  without  regard  to  limitations 
prescribed  in  this  Act:  Provided  further. 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available 
pursuant  to  title  5,  United  States  Code, 
section  565a,  for  the  construction,  alteration, 
and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements, 
but  unless  otherwise  provided  the  cost  of 
constructing  any  one  building  shall  not 
exceed  $10,000  and  the  cost  of  altering  any 
one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not 
exceed  $3,750  or  3  per  centum  of  the  cost  of 
the  building,  whichever  is  greater;  not  to 
exceed  $150,000  for  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574), 
as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a);  and  for 
the  temporary  employment  of  qualified  local 
engineers  at  per  diem  rates  to  perform  the 
technical  planning  work:  Provided  further. 
That  the  unexpended  balances  of  appro¬ 
priations  heretofore  made  for  "Watershed 
protection”,  “Flood  prevention”,  and  “Water 
conservation  and  utilization  projects”  6hall 
be  merged  with  this  appropriation:  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  programs  included  here¬ 
under  shall  be  subject  to  the  following 
additional  provisions: 

"Agricultural  conservation  program:  This 
appropriation  shall  be  available  for  adminis- 
'tratlve  expenses  in  connection  with  the 
formulation  and  administration  of  the  1958 
program  of  soil  building  and  soil  and  water 
conservation  practices  under  sections  7  to 
15,  16  (a)  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended 
(amounting  to  $250  million,  including  ad¬ 
ministration,  and  no  participant  shall  re¬ 
ceive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where  the 
participants  from  two  or  more  farms  or 
ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved  prac¬ 
tices  designed  to  conserve  or  improve  the 
agricultural  resources  of  the  community) ; 
and  for  the  purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers, 
lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming  material, 
or  any  soil-terracing  services  and  making 
grants  thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to 
aid  them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices 
approved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs 
provided  for  herein.  Not  to  exceed  5  per¬ 
cent  of  all  the  allocation  for  the  1958 
agricultural  conservation  program  for  any 
county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of  such 
county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State 
committee,  be  withheld  and  allotted  to  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  for  services  of  its 
technicians  in  formulating  and  carrying  out 
the  agricultural  conservation  program  in  the 
participating  counties,  and  shall  not  be  util¬ 
ized  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for 
any  purpose  other  than  technical  and  other 
assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in  addition, 
on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  com¬ 
mittee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee, 
not  to  exceed  1  percent  may  be  made 
available  to  any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local 
public  agency  for  the  same  purpose  and 
under  the  same  conditions. 

“Conservation  reserve  program :  No  part  of 
this  appropriation  shall  be  used  to  enter 
into  contracts  with  producers  which  to¬ 
gether  with  contracts  already  entered  into 
would  require  payments  to  producers  (in¬ 
cluding  the  cost  of  materials  and  services) 
in  excess  of  $250  million  in  any  calendar 
year,  and  for  purposes  of  applying  this  limi¬ 
tation,  practice  payments  shall  be  charge¬ 
able  to  the  first  year  of  the  contract  peridd. 

"Conservation  operations.  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service :  This  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  preparation  of  conservation 
plans  and  establishment  of  measures  to 
conserve  soil  and  water  (including  farm  ir¬ 
rigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  spe¬ 
cial  measures  as  may  be  necessary  to  pre¬ 
vent  floods  and  the  siltation  of  reservoirs) ; 
operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  and 
classification  and  mapping  of  soils:  Provided 
further,  That  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  where 
the  State  has  established  a  central  State 
agency  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements 


with  the  United  States  or  any  of  Its  agen¬ 
cies  on  policies  and  general  programs  for 
the  saving  of  its  soil  by  the  extension  of 
Federal  aid  to  any  soil  conservation  dis¬ 
trict  in  such  State  under  sections  1  to  6  of 
the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act,  as  amended,  the  agreements  made 
by  or  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  with 
any  such  soil  conservation  district  shall  have 
the  prior  approval  of  such  central  State 
agency  before  they  shall  become  effective  as 
to  such  district. 

“Flood  prevention:  No  part  of  the  funds  ex¬ 
pended  in  accordance  with  the  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Act,  as  amended  and  supplemented, 
shall  be  used  for  the  purchase  of  lands  in 
the  Yazoo  and  Little  Tallahatchie  water¬ 
sheds  without  specific  approval  of  the  county 
board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  in  which 
such  lands  are  situated.” 

On  page  21,  after  line  3,  to  insert: 

“son,  conservation  service 
“Conservation  operations 

“For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  April  27,  1935 
(16  U.  S.  C.  590a-590f),  including  prepara¬ 
tion  of  conservation  plans  and  establish¬ 
ment  of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water 
(including  farm  irrigation  and  land  drain¬ 
age  and  such  special  measures  as  may  be 
necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  silta¬ 
tion  of  reservoirs) ;  operation  of  conserva¬ 
tion  nurseries;  classification  and  mapping 
of  soils;  dissemination  of  information;  pur¬ 
chase  and  erection  or  alteration  of  perma¬ 
nent  buildings;  and  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  aircraft;  $73,545,000:  Provided, 
That  the  cost  of  any  permanent  building 
purchased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclu¬ 
sive  of  the  cost  of  constructing  a  water 
supply  or  sanitary  system  and  connecting 
the  same  to  any  such  building  and  with 
the  exception  of  buildings  acquired  in  con¬ 
junction  with  land  being  purchased  for 
other  purposes,  shall  not  exceed  $2,500,  ex¬ 
cept  for  eight  buildings  to  be  constructed 
or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000 
per  building  and  except  that  alterations  or 
improvements  to  other  existing  permanent 
buildings  costing  $2,500  or  more  may  be 
made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amount  not 
to  exceed  $500  per  building:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  the  construction  of 
any  such  building  on  land  not  owned  by 
the  Government:  Provided  further.  That  in 
the  State  of  Missouri,  where  the  State  has 
established  a  central.  State  agency  author¬ 
ized  to  enter  into  agreements  with  the 
United  States  or  any  of  its  agencies  on  pol¬ 
icies  and  general  programs  for  the  saving  of 
its  soil  by  the  extension  of  Federal  aid  to 
any  soil  conservation  district  in  such  State, 
the  agreements  made  by  or  on  behalf  of 
the  United  States  with  any  such  soil  con¬ 
servation  district  shall  have  the  prior  ap¬ 
proval  of  such  central  State  agency  before 
they  shall  become  effective  as  to  such  dis¬ 
trict:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this 
appropriation  may  be  expended  for  soil  and 
water  conservation  operations  under  the 
act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.  S.  C.  590a-590f), 
in  demonstration  projects:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  not  to  exceed  $5,000  may  be  used 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574),  as  amended  by 
section  15  of  the  act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.  S.  C.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That  quali¬ 
fied  local  engineers  may  be  temporarily  em¬ 
ployed  at  per  diem  rates  to  perform  the 
technical  planning  work  of  the  service.” 

At  the  top  of  page  23,  to  insert: 

"WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

"For  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  sur¬ 
reys,  investigations,  and  research  and  to 
carry  out  preventive  measures,  including, 
but  not  limited  to,  engineering  operations, 
methods  of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vege¬ 
tation,  and  changes  in  use  of  land,  in  ac- 
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Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4, 
1954  (16  U.  S.  C.  1001-1007),  and  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  act  of  April  27,  1935  (16 
U.  S.  C.  590a-590f),  to  remain  available 
until  expended,  $25,500,000,  with  which 
shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of 
funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred 
to  the  Department  for  watershed  protection 
purposes." 

On  page  23,  after  line  12,  to  insert: 

“flood  prevention 

"For  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance 
with  the  Flood  Control  Act,  approved  June 
22,  1936  (33  U.  S.  C.  701-709),  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  and  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  department,  to  perform  works 
of  improvement,  including  not  to  exceed 
$100,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  674),  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  act  of  August 
2,  1946.(5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  to  remain  available 
until  expended,  $13,220,000,  with  which  shall 
be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds 
hereofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to  the 
department  for  flood  prevention  purposes; 
Provided,  That  no  part  of  such  funds  shall 
be  used  for  the  purchase  of  lands  in  the 
Yazoo  and  Little  Tallahatchie  watersheds 
without  specific  approval  of  the  county 
board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  in  which 
such  lands  are  situated." 

On  page  24,  after  line  6,  to  insert: 

"water  conservation  and  utilization 

PROJECTS 

"For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
functions  of  the  Denartment  under  the  acts 
of  May  10,  1939  (53  Stat.  685,  719),  October 
14,  1940  (16  U.  S.  C.  590y-z-10),  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  June  28,  1949  (63  stat. 
277),  and  September  6,-1950  (7  U.  S.  C.  1033- 
1039 ) ,  relating  to  water  conservation  and 
utilization  projects,  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  $350,000,  which  sum  shall  be 
merged  with  the  unexpended  balances  of 
funds  heretofore  appropriated  to  said  De¬ 
partment  for  the  purpose  of  said  acts.” 

On  page  24,  after  line  16,  to  insert: 

"GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

"For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  ef¬ 
fect  a  program  of  conservation  in  the  Great 
Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section  16  (b)  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  added  by  the  act  of  August  7,  1956 
(70  Stat.  1115-1117),  $10  million,  to  remain 
available  until  expended.” 

On  page  24,  after  line  22,  to  insert: 

"AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM  SERVICE 

"For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  ef¬ 
fect  the  program  authorized  in  sections  7 
to  15,  16  (a),  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved 
February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.  S.  C. 
590g-590  (o),  590p  (a)-590q),  including  not 
to  exceed  $6,000  for  the  preparation  and  dis¬ 
play  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays  at 
State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs 
within  the  United  States;  $212,000,000,  to  re¬ 
main  available  until  December  31  of  the 
next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance 
with  the  program  of  soil-building  and  soil- 
and  water-conserving  practices  authorized 
under  this  head  in  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act,  1957,  carried  out  during  the 
period  July  1,  1956,  to  December  31,  1957, 
inclusive:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $24,- 
698,000  of  the  total  sum  provided  under  this 
head  shall  be  available  during  the  current 
fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses  for 
carrying  out  such  program,  the  cost  of  aerial 
photographs,  however,  nofrto  be  charged  to 
such  limitation;  but  not  more  than  $5,025,- 
800  shall  be  transferred  to  the  appropria¬ 
tion  account  ‘Administration  expenses,  sec¬ 
tion  392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938’;  Provided  further.  That  none  of  the 
funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to 


pay  the  salaries  or  expenses  of  any  regional 
information  employees  or  any  State  infor¬ 
mation  employees,  but  this  shall  not  pre¬ 
clude  the  answering  of  inquiries  or  sup¬ 
plying  of  information  at  the  county  level  to 
individual  farmers:  Provided  further,  That 
such  amount  shall  be  available  for  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  in  connection  with  the 
formulation  and  administration  of  the  1958 
program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water- 
conserving  practices,  under  the  act  of  Febru¬ 
ary  29,  1936,  as  amended  (amounting  to 
$250,000,000,  including  administration,  and 
no  participant  shall  receive  more  than 
$1,500,  except  where  the  participants  from 
2  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join  to  carry 
out  approved  practices  designed  to  conserve 
or  improve  the  agricultural  resources  of 
the  community)  :  Provided  further.  That  not 
to  exceed  5  percent  of  the  allocation  for 
the  1958  agricultural  conservation  program 
for  any  county  may,  on  the  recomendation  of 
such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the 
State  committee,  be  withheld  and  allotted 
to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  serv¬ 
ices  of  its  technicians  in  formulating  and 
carrying  out  the  agricultural  conservation 
program  in  the  participating  counties,  and 
shall  not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service  for  any  purpose  other  than 
technical  and  other  assistance  in  such  coun¬ 
ties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  such  county  committee  and  approval 
of  the  State  committee,  not  to  exceed  1  per¬ 
cent  may  be  made  available  to  any  other 
Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for 
the  same  purpose  and  under  the  same  con¬ 
ditions:  Provided  further.  That  for  the  1958 
program  $2,500,000  shall  be  available  for 
technical  assistance  in  formulating  and 
carrying  out  agricultural  conservation  prac¬ 
tices  and  $1,000,000  shall  be  available  for 
conservation  practices  related  directly  to 
flood  prevention  work  in  approved  water¬ 
sheds;  Provided  further,  That  such  amounts 
shall  be  available  for  the  purchase  of  seeds, 
fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming 
material,  or  any  soil-terracing  services,  and 
making  grants  thereof  to  agricultural  pro¬ 
ducers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out  farming 
practices  approved  by  the  Secretary  under 
programs  provided  for  herein:  Provided 
further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  ofiice, 
corporation,  or  other  agency  constituting  a 
part  of  such  Department,  shall  be  used  in 
the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of 
salary  or  travel  expenses  of  any  person  who 
has  been  convicted  of  violating  the  Act 
entitled  ‘An  act  to  prevent  pernicious  politi¬ 
cal  activities,’  approved  August  2,  1939,  as 
amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have 
violated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section 
which  prohibits  the  use  of  Federal  appro¬ 
priations  for* the  payment  of  personal  serv¬ 
ices  or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence 
in  any  manner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  fav¬ 
or  or  oppose  any  legislation  or  appropriation 
by  Congress  except  upon  request  of  any 
Member  or  through  the  proper  official  chan¬ 
nels.” 

At  the  top  of  page  28,  to  insert: 

“SOIL-BANK  PROGRAMS 

" Conservation  reserve  program 

"For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a 
conservation  reserve  program  as  authorized 
by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act 
(7  U.  S.  C.  1831-1837  and  1802-1814),  $162,- 
940,000:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $18,- 
000,000  shall  be  available  for  administrative 
expenses  of  which  not  less  than  $13,500,000 
may  be  transferred  to  the  appropriation  ac¬ 
count,  "Local  administration,  section  388, 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  used  to  enter  into  contracts 
with  producers  which  together  with  con¬ 
tracts  already  entered  into  would  require 
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payments  to  producers  (including  the  cost 
of  materials  and  services)  in  excess  of  $350,- 
000,000  in  any  calendar  year,  and  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  applying  this  limitation,  practice 
payments  shall  be  chargeable  to  the  first 
year  of  the  contract  period:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  the  average  annual  rental  pay¬ 
ment  per  acre  shall  not  exceed  $7.50  per 
acre  for  conservation  reserve  contracts  en¬ 
tered  into  30  days  after  approval  of  this  act.” 

On  page  28,  line  21,  in  the  subhead  after 
the  word  "Acreage,”  to  strike  out  "Reserve, 
soil  bank”  and  insert  "Reserve  program.” 

On  page  29,  line  2,  after  the  figures  “$600,- 
000,000,”  to  strike  out  “Provided,  That  no 
part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  to 
formulate  and  administer  an  acreage  reserve 
program  with  respect  to  the  1958  crops,  or  in 
total  compensation  being  paid  to  any  one 
producer  in  excess  of  $2,500  with  respect  to 
the  1958  crops”,  and,  in  lieu  thereof,  to  insert 
“ Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  $34,500,000  of 
the  total  sum  provided  under  this  head  shall 
be  available  for  administrative  expenses: 
Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  used  to  formulate  and  ad¬ 
minister  an  acreage  reserve  program  which 
would  result  in  total  compensation  being 
paid  to  producers  in  excess  of  $500,000,000 
with  respect  to  the  1958  crops,  or  in  total 
compensation  being  paid  to  any  one  pro¬ 
ducer  in  excess  of  $5,000  with  respect  to  the 
1958  crops.” 

Under  the  heading  "Title  II — Corpora¬ 
tions — Limitation  on  Administrative  Ex¬ 
penses”,  on  page  30,  line  17,  after  the  word 
“exceed”,  to  strike  out  ‘‘$34,398,000’’  and  in¬ 
sert  "$35,398,000.” 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  did  not  understand 
the  last  part  of  the  request,  about  no 
points  of  order. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  reason  for  in¬ 
cluding  that  in  the  unanimous-consent 
request,  to  be  perfectly  frank  with  the 
Senator  from  Oregon,  is  that  there  is 
one  amendment  which  is  subject  to  a 
point  of  order.  I  did  not  wish  to  have 
any  Senator  say  I  took  advantage  of 
him  by  having  incorporated  in  the  bill 
under  a  unanimous-consent  request  an 
amendment  which  he  could  not  reach 
by  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  misunderstood  the 
language.  It  can  be  reached. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  can  be  reached,  and 
that  is  the  purpose  for  including  the 
statement  in  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  wish  to  accommodate 
myself  to  the  wishes  of  the  Senator  from 
Georgia.  I  have  a  few  questions  I  should 
like  to  raise  about  the  committee  report. 
The  questions  will  of  course  relate  to 
some  items  in  the  committee  report. 
Does  the  Senator  prefer  to  have  me  wait 
until  the  Senate  goes  over  the  bill 
amendment  by  amendment? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  make  a  very  brief  statement  with 
respect  to  the  over-all  size  and  compo¬ 
sition  of  the  bill.  I  do  not  think  it  will 
take  more  than  5  to  8  minutes.  Then 
I  shall  be  delighted  to  refer  to  any  item 
in  the  bill  in  which  any  Member  of  the 
Senate  is  interested. 

Mi'.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  yield  for  a 
request? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 
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Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  have  been  tied 
up  in  another  conference  which  I  must 
attend.  I  wonder  if  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  would  mind  permitting  me  to 
take  2  or  3  minutes  on  another  subject. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  If  the  Senator  does 
not  think  it  will  take  any  longer  than 
that  I  shall  be  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Not  over  5  minutes. 
I  thank  the  Senator  from  Georgia. 


THE  JOHNSON  DOCTRINE 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  there 
have  been  many  comments  on  thadaring 
and  imaginative  proposal  which,  the 
majority  leader  made  in  New  YorkS^last 
Saturday  night. 

I  rise  to  add  my  voice  to  the  co: 
mendations  which  his  address  has  re 
ceived.  But  I  wish  to  go  further  and 
comment  on  what  appears  to  me  to  be 
the  heart  of  his  proposal. 

For  a  number  of  years,  I  have  been 
closely  associated  with  the  atomic  en¬ 
ergy  program.  I  have  followed  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  atom  from  a  horrible 
weapon  of  destruction  to  a  horrible 
weapon  of  total  annihilation. 

It  is  my  considered  opinion  that  the 
nations  of  the  world  must  find  some 
means  of  controlling  the  atomic  arms 
race — or  run  head  on  into  catastrophe. 

From  the  very  beginning,  the  United 
States  has  consistently  followed  the  pol¬ 
icy  of  trying  to  bring  the  atom  under 
control.  We  have  been  generous — more 
generous  than  any  other  nation  in  his¬ 
tory — in  our  proposals. 

We  offered  to  share  all  the  secrets  of 
the  atom  at  a  time  when  we  had  a  mo¬ 
nopoly.  We  offered  arms  reduction. 
We  offered  mutual  inspection. 

Every  proposal  has  been  turned 
down — either  rejected  flatly  or  lost  in 
endless  haggling. 

I  have  little  hope  that  future  proposals 
will  be  accepted  until  we  find  ways  and 
means  of  cracking  the  Iron  Curtain, 
And  there  can  be  no  halt  in  the  arms 
race,  no  end  to  the  present  pattern,  until 
we  can  find  mutually  acceptable  pro¬ 
posals. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  why  the  pro¬ 
posal  of  the  majority  leader  is  so  ap¬ 
pealing  to  me. 

I  am  convinced  that  we  must  find  a 
means  of  limiting  nuclear  explosions  un¬ 
der  conditions  that  guarantee  the  -mu¬ 
tual  security  of  all  nations.  / 

I  am  convinced  that  the  Communists 
would  not  be  able  to  reject  reasonable 
and  honorable  proposals  cynically  if 
their  people  knew  the  truth./ 

I  am  convinced  that  wp  cannot  bring 
the  truth  to  their  people  unless  we  find 
some  way  of  breaking  through  the  Iron 
Curtain.  / 

The  majority  leader  proposes  to  use 
the  Khrushchev  broadcast  as  a  tech¬ 
nique  for  penetrating  the  curtain  that 
seals  out  truth.'  That  would  represent 
a  bold  and  daring  response  to  the 
Khrushchev  broadcast — and  we  need 
bold  and  daring  reactions. 

Mr.  President,  the  Johnson  doctrine 
is  one  that  appeals  to  all  Americans 
who  think  it  through. 

It  is  based  on  confidence  in  the 
strength  and  vitality  of  this  country.  It 
rejects  timidity  and  the  concept  that 


we  are  helpless  in  the  face  of  disaster. 

Mr.  William  H.  Stringer,  chief  cor¬ 
respondent  for  the  Washington  Bureau 
of  the  Christian  Science  Monitor,  com¬ 
mented  at  length  on  the  proposal  yes¬ 
terday. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  ar¬ 
ticle  by  this  distinguished  commentator 
and  analyst  be  printed  in  the  body  of 
the  Record  as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Lyndon  Johnson,  Statesman 
(By  William  H.  Stringer,  chief,  Washington 

bureau,  the  Christian  Science  Monitor) 

Washington. — It  is  not  simple  for  the  Dem¬ 
ocratic  majority  leader  in  the  Senate  to  don 
the  full  toga  of  bipartisan  statesmanship. 
His  first  job  is  to  shepherd  legislation  through 
that  august  upper  chamber,  to  give  it  a  Dem- 
:ratic  flavor,  to  write  a  farseeing  record  on 
ich  his  party  can  run  in  the  next  election, 
ut  Lyndon  B.  Johnson,  the  Senate  ma- 
JorNw  leader,  in  a  quite  remarkable  speech 
at  Nfew  York,  has  sounded  an  eloquent  plea 
for  imagination  in  foreign  policy,  for  getting 
on  with,  the  disarmament  negotiations  with 
Moscow, \md  for  boldness  in  a  radio-TV  ex¬ 
change  orvideas  between  the  United  States 
and  the  Soviet  Union. 

And,  noting  the  way  in  which  this  plea 
parallels  and  supports  what  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  is  trying\to  do  in  the  difficult,  pains¬ 
taking  field  of  disarmament,  Washiprgto11  is 
immediately  reminded  of  Senator  Walter  F. 
George  and  how  he’vcleared  a  “space  for  ma¬ 
neuver”  around  the.  President/  before  the 
summit  conference  a\  Genevsf  and  at  the 
time  of  the  Formosa  Resolution .  And  one 
thinks  of  the  late  SenatoX.Aplhur  H.  Vanden- 
berg  and  his  conversion  W  internationalism 
and  how  this  so  markedly  feived  the  day  in 
the  United  States  Senafte  foX.  Marshall  plan 
aid  and  the  NATO  alliance. 

Senator  Johnson''  made  hi^s  New  York 
speech,  before  the  United  Jewish, Appeal,  at 
a  moment  when  President  Eisenhower 
needs  domestic/allies  in  his  endeaviu-  to  ex¬ 
plore  the  prospects  of  first-step  disarmament 
with  the  So/iet  Union. 

Adm.  Arthur  W.  Radford,  Chairmak  of 
the  Joint-  Chiefs  of  Staff,  has  declared  t^at 
the  Soviets  cannot  be  trusted  in  any  sort 
agreement.  The  Chairman  of  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission,  Lewis  L.  Strauss,  has 
Stressed  many  technological  reasons  why 
genuine  disarmament  is  next  to  impossible. 
.Without  Mr.  Eisenhower’s  own  wish  to  wage 
peace,  disarmament  expert,  Harold  E.  Stas- 
sen’s  hands  would  be  almost  impossibly  tied 
at  the  London  talks,  and  indeed  he  already 
has  had  to  return  to  Washington  for  further 
talks  because  of  snags  in  the  discussions. 

This  is  a  significant  moment  in  Soviet- 
American  relations.  It  is  a  time  for  caution, 
as  always.  But  it  may  also  be  a  moment 
when  careful  diplomacy  can  make  some 
headway  on  the  arms-control  front.  And 
it  is  a  moment  when  the  breach  in  the  Iron 
Curtain  represented  by  the  Khrushchev  ra¬ 
dio-television  interview  a  week  ago  can  con¬ 
ceivably  be  exploited  into  a  larger  exchange 
of  fusillades  in  this  “war  of  ideas.” 

Into  this  picture  strides  Senator  Johnson 
with  a  speech  in  which  he  urgently  calls  for 
action  on  five  phases  of  disarmament,  most 
of  them  closely  approximating  the  Eisen¬ 
hower  administration’s  own  thinking  and 
proposals.  Thus  the  Senator  from  Texas 
throws  his  powerful  weight  inferentially 
against  those  who  would  so  hedge  and  re¬ 
strict  Mr.  Stassen  at  London  that  he  could 
not  reach  a  first-step  arms-control  agree¬ 
ment  this  side  of  the  next  appearance  of 
Halley’s  comet. 

Controlled  reduction  of  military  forces, 
a  start  on  the  "open  skies”  inspection  sys¬ 
tem,  a  search  for  methods  of  suspending 


tests  of  the  big  weapons,  a  reduction  in  nu¬ 
clear-weapons  stockpiles,  and  a  global  agreei 
ment  not  to  make  new  fissionable  material's 
for  weapons — by  the  present  atomic  powers 
and  the  "fourth  nations,”  too — these  ax/c  the 
Johnson  proposals. 

Simultaneously,  he  makes  an  hfiagina- 
tive  bid  for  reciprocal  exchange  efi  broad¬ 
casts  through  the  Iron  Curtain^— in  which 
the  United  States  would  present  its  own 
case  on  disarmament  in  detaij/to  the  Soviet 
people  via  Soviet  radio  and/television.  In 
return  the  Soviet  leaders  would  be  allowed 
to  broadcast  over  the  American  networks. 

Let  the  reciprocal  t/oadcasts  be  every 
week  of  the  year  if  peed  be,  says  Senator 
Johnson. 

This  address  was  A  useful  contribution  to 
American  policy. /it  should  stir  American 
thinking.  The  ^administration  should  wel¬ 
come  it.  It  is  ttie  voice  of  a  new  and  wide- 
visioned  Texad.  It  is  the  voice  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  in  its  most  thoughtful  traditions.  It  is 
the  view  qi  a  Senator  whose  energies,  dedi¬ 
cation,  apd  generalship  have  given  his  opin¬ 
ions  great  weight  in  that  gentlemen’s  club. 

If  Senator  Johnson  continues  in  this  vein, 
he  will  help  bipartisanship  where  it  most 
needs  helping.  He  has  already  brought  a 
Jeffersonian  breath  of  fearless  mental  free¬ 
dom  into  the  current  worry  about  whether 
Mr.  Khrushchev’s  talk  contaminated  the 
American  people.  Of  the  Khrushchev  de¬ 
marche  Senator  Johnson  says: 

“I  am  glad  he  did  so.  I  have  complete 
trust  and  faith  in  our  people.  *  *  * 
Khrushchev  is  not  going  to  convert  the  lean, 
spare  Texan  who  runs  th6  cattle  on  my 
ranch  into  a  Communist.  He’s  Just  plain 
got  too  much  sense.” 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  will  yield  to  the 
able  Senator  from  Montana,  if  the  able 
Senator  from  Georgia  will  permit  me 
to  do  so. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  ask  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico,  the  former  Chairman  of  the  Joint 
Committee  on  Atomic  Energy,  and  at  the 
present  time  the  ranking  member  and 
vice  chairman  of  the  committee,  if  I 
understood  correctly  that  what  he  said 
on  the  matter  of  the  suspension  of  bomb 
.tests  was  not  to  call  for  a  total  suspen- 
ion,  but  instead  for  a  multilateral  sus- 
lsiqn  above  a  certain  level  of  strength? 
r.  ANDERSON.  Yes.  I  wish  to  say 
to  ttje  able  Senator  from  Montana,  I 
was  in  support  of  the  proposals  made 
by  scientists.  We  know  the  safe  level 
of  fissionable  material  which  can  be  put 
in  the  atmosphere  by  all  countries.  It  is 
something  Ip  the  neighborhood  of  from 
4  megatons  'qf  fission  products  to  10 
megatons  of  fission  products.  Some¬ 
where  in  between  is  the  safe  limit.  I 
have  said  that  sd  long  as  we  stay  within 
the  4  to  10  megatons  of  fission  prod¬ 
ucts — not  the  total  tonnage  of  bombs, 
but  of  fission  products — we  ought  to  be 
able  to  secure  an  international  agree¬ 
ment  among  Russia,  Britain,  and  our¬ 
selves,  which  would  still  Ipave  plenty  of 
room  to  test  all  of  the  devices  now  being 
tested  at  Las  Vegas  proving,  ground  or 
in  the  far  Pacific,  all  of  the  gevices  the 
Russians  want  to  test,  and  all  thp  devices 
the  British  want  to  test,  provided  we  try 
to  use  cleaner  bombs — not  totally,  clean 
bombs,  but  cleaner  bombs  than  we  have 
been  using.  I  believe  it  can  be  done\  It 
should  be  done.  I  believe  this  count 
ought  to  move  boldly  in  that  directiof 
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Mr.  President,  will  the 
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ator 

Mr.  Cl^AVEZ. 

Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  O 
Senator  fronrOeorgia 
tor  from  New  iflexio 

Mr.  RUSSELLSyl' yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.,  \  like  the  statement 
made  by  my  cojleague  from  New  Mexico. 
I  think  he  is/fcorrect\  But  I  would  not 
want  the  Senate  to  "Understand  now 
that  what  he  thinks  is  Eight  and  what 
I  think  ers  right,  as  to  wmt  the  people 
of  New'  Mexico  are  thinking,  correctly 
reflects  their  views.  I  do  Niot  know, 
and'' I  desire  to  make  this  statement  for 
that  very  reason.  While  we  appreciate 
le  statement  made  by  the  junior 'Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico.  and  I  agreeNvith 
it  completely,  I  do  not  know  whethe\it 
reflects  the  feeling  of  the  people  of 
State. 

AGRICULTURAL  AND  FARM  CREDIT 

ADMINISTRATION  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1958 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7441)  making  pp-- 
propriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Admin¬ 
istration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  de- 
,  sire  to  make  a  very  brief  statement  to 
the  Senate  to  explain  the  reasons  why 
this  bill  is  presented  to  the  Senate  in 
such  a  substantial  amount  over  the  ap¬ 
propriations  for  fiscal  year  1957. 

The  bill  which  is  before  the  Senate  at 
the  present  time  includes,  for  all  pur¬ 
poses — expenditures  for  loans,  and  to 
restore  the  impaired  capital  stock  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation — the 
total  sum  of  $3,668,732,157.  The  amount 
of  the  appropriation  for  the  current 
fiscal  year  was  $2,026,689,968. 

This  is  the  largest  agricultural  appro¬ 
priation  bill  which  has  been  presented 
to  the  Senate,  certainly,  since  the  days  of 
the  processing  tax  and  the  large  pay¬ 
ments  _  which  was  made  in  the  early 
^thirties  to  the  farmers. 

Mr.  President,  it  may  look  as  if  it  is  a 
very  large  appropriation — and  it  is.  In¬ 
ured  as  we  have  become  to  large  expend¬ 
itures,  a  sum  in  excess  of  $3.6  billion  is 
a  great  deal  of  money.  But  I  wish  to 
point  out  to  the  Senate  that  the  appro¬ 
priations  carried  by  the  bill,  large  as 
they  are,  are  $550,714,000  below  the 
original  estimates  which  were  submitted 
to  the  Congress  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget.  That  reduction  came  about  be¬ 
cause  of  the  fact  that  the  President  him¬ 
self  reduced  the  budget  estimate  for  the 
soil  bank  by  $254  million,  and  the  Senate 
committee  has  reported  a  bill  which  is 
$296,714,460  below  the  revised  budget, 
and  $24,157,600  below  the  amount  of  ap¬ 
propriations  carried  in  the  bill  as  it 
came  to  us  from  the  other  body. 

Mr.  CASE  -of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield  very 
briefly? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  South 
Dakota. 


Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  hope  it 
will  not  be  considered  out  of  order  for  me 
to  tell  the  Senate  that  some  years  ago, 
in  the  House  of  Representatives,  Repre¬ 
sentative  James  W.  Wadsworth,  of  New 
York,  who  previously  had  served  in  the 
Senate,  when  an  appropriation  bill  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  in  carry¬ 
ing  large  sums,  came  before  the  House, 
reminded  that  body  of  the  time  when  his 
father,  a  former  Representative  from  the 
State  of  New  York,  came  home  one  day 
shaking  his  head.  Jim  Wadsworth’s 
mother  asked,  “What  is  the  trouble?” 
And  the  elder  Wadsworth  said,  “You 
know,  we  passed  an  appropriation  bill 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  today 
that  ran  to  $25  million.” 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  was  prior  to  the 
days  of  the  first  billion-dollar  budget, 
I  suppose,  when  Czar  Reed  said  that  this 
was  a  billion-dollar  country.  We  have 
now  reached  the  point  where  it  is  a  $73 
billion  country  budgetwise ;  and,  -on  the 
basis  of  expenditures  of  allocated  funds, 
it  is  much  nearer  an  $80  billion  country 
each  year. 

I  sometimes  fear  that  the  figures  have 
become  so  astronomical  that  the  average 
Member  of  this  body,  including  the  pres¬ 
ent  speaker,  cannot  fully  comprehend 
their  magnitude.  Sometimes  we  deal 
with  them  more  as  a  line  of  digits  than 
as  dollars  which  the  American  taxpayer 
must  contribute  in  order  to  meet  the 
cost  of  Government. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  deal  briefly 
with  the  reason  why  the  appropriations 
for  the  fiscal  year  1958  are  so  substan¬ 
tially  larger  than  they  were  for  the  fiscal 
year  1957. 

Of  the  increase  which  I  mentioned, 
namely,  $1,642,000,000  there  is  $763  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  soil  bank.  We  did  not  ap¬ 
propriate  for  it  for  the  year  1957,  for 
the  soil-bank  program.  This  bill  carries 
$763  million  for  next  year  for  the  soil 
bank  and  $473  million  will  be  required 
next  year  to  replenish  the  capital  stock 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
It  will  be  recalled  that  when  we  passed 
the  soil-bank  provision  last  year  we 
made  no  appropriation  for  its  operation. 
We  placed  a  limitation  on  the  total 
amount  which  could  be  expended,  but 
we  gave  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
wide  discretion,  and  told  them  to  operate 
the  program  through  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  with  the  full  knowl¬ 
edge  of  every  Member  of  Congress  that 
it  would  be  necessary  to  restore  the 
capital  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration. 

/  I  wish  to  point  out  that,  excluding  the 
soil  bank  program,  this  bill  carries  only 
about  a  $914  million  increase  for  the  reg¬ 
ular  activities  of  the  Department,  over 
and  above  the  sum  that  was  available  for 
the  current  year.  The  largest  part  of 
that  item — indeed,  practically  all  of  it — 
is  for  research  in  various  fields. 

We  allowed  the  Extension  Service  an 
increase  of  $1,764,000  above  its  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  current  year.  That  is 
substantially  less  than  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate,  but  it  represents  an  increase  in  the 
amount  which  it  had  for  the  current 
year. 

For  the  payments  to  State  experiment 
stations  we  allowed  an  increase  of  $1 
million. 


Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  For  the  purpose  of 
expanded  utilization  research  on  wool,  I 
am  very  much  interested  in  the  item  for 
the  Western  Regional  Research  Labora¬ 
tory  at  Albany,  Calif.  I  should  like  to 
inquire  if  provision  is  made  under  the 
item  of  $58,794,800  on  page  3  of  the  bill 
for  Agricultural  Research  Service  of 
$400,000  to  obtain  about  30  items  of  ex¬ 
perimental  equipment  and  for  additional 
personnel  to  conduct  wool  research  proj¬ 
ects  during  fiscal  1958  and  another  item 
of  $105,000  for  the  building.  The  equip¬ 
ment  will  be  used  to  convert  the  raw  wool 
into  finished  products. 

Mi-.  RUSSELL.  There  is  $105,000  for 
the  pilot  wool  plant,  to  be  constructed  at 
Albany,  Calif.  I  do  not  have  the  opera¬ 
tion  figure,  but  I  think  it  is  approximately 
the  figure  given  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  appreciate  the  con¬ 
sideration  given  by  the  committee  to  this 
item.  I  think  it  is  a  very  wise  provision 
in  the  bill. 

There  is  one  other  item  a{>out  which  I 
am  very  much  concerned.  I  refer  to  the 
item  on  page  4,  line  17,  for  the  Meat  In¬ 
spection  Service.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
effect  of  that  provision  will  be  that  the 
Department  will  be  required  to  reduce  its 
force  considerably. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No.  The  Senator  is 
in  error  about  that.  The  Department 
will  not  be  compelled  to  reduce  its  force, 
because  the  proposed  appropriation  is 
the  same  net  amount  which  it  had  last 
year  for  this  purpose.  The  Department 
has  gone  to  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
to  ask  for  upgrading  of  positions,  to  pro¬ 
vide  an  increase  in  salaries  for  meat  in¬ 
spectors.  If  it  applies  an  increase  in 
salaries  it  will  have  to  reduce  its  force. 
That  is  not  the  result  of  congressional 
action.  In  recent  years  that  has  become 
a  very  popular  way  to  obtain  salary  in¬ 
creases.  The  Department  will  upgrade  a 
position  and  say,  “This  is  a  more  impor¬ 
tant  position  than  we  thought  it  was  for 
25  years.  We  will  spell  out  about  eight 
pages  of  fine  print  describing  the  duties 
to  the  Civil  Service  Commission.”  As  a 
result,  salaries  for  the  various  positions 
are  upgraded  two  or  three  thousand  dol¬ 
lars,  and  when  Congress  comes  to  make 
appropriations  the  next  year  it  wonders 
why  all  the  increases  have  occurred.  The 
Congress  has  been  bad  enough  about  in¬ 
creasing  salaries;  but  when  we  find  it 
done  by  this  wholesale  method,  through 
the  Civil  Service  Commission,  it  is  doubly 
bad. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  if  the  increases  recommend¬ 
ed  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  are 
not  in  fact  mandatory  on  the  Depart¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  so  under¬ 
stand. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  am  given  to  under¬ 
stand  that  they  are  mandatory,  and  that 
it  is  necessary  for  the  Department  to  put 
them  into  effect. 

The  Classification  Act  of  1949  author¬ 
izes  the  Civil  Service  Commission  to  set 
job  standards  and  under  sections  501, 
502,  and  503,  I  am  advised  that  these 
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standards  are  mandatory  on  the  depart¬ 
ments. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  Senator  ought 
to  take  into  consideration  the  fact  that 
the  grades  under  which  the  inspectors 
are  working  at  present  are  extremely  low. 
I  do  not  know  of  any  employees  in  the 
legislative  branch  who  start  at  grade  3, 
at  $3,175  a  year. 

The  next,  grade  4,  is  $3,400,  and  grade 
5  is  $3,670. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  How  many  of  them 
actually  receive  any  such  salaries?  The 
Senator  well  knows  that  he  has  given 
the  minimum  salary.  In  most  cases 
that  applies  for  only  6  months.  Then 
the  Department  starts  to  increase  sala¬ 
ries.  Does  the  Senator  have  before  him 
the  figure  representing  the  average 
salary  of  those  engaged  in  meat  inspec¬ 
tion  work? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  have  not. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  think  it  is  approxi¬ 
mately  $2,000  more  than  the  figure  the 
Senator  has  given. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  do  not  know  about 
that,  but  I  do  know  that  grades  3  to  5 
run  from  $3,175  to  $3,670.  The  Civil 
Service  Commission  recommends  that 
these  men  be  started  at  $3,670.  I  submit 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  that  if  the 
Department  is  required  to  place  these 
recommendations  of  the  Civil  Service 
Commission  into  effect,  there  is  no  alter¬ 
native  except  to  reduce  the  meat  inspec¬ 
tion  force.  I  understand  that  that 
would  involve  a  reduction  of  from  100  to 
125  inspectors  over  the  country. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  had  no  such  evi¬ 
dence  before  us. 

Representatives  of  the  Department  ap¬ 
peared  before  us  and  urged  that  the 
appropriation  be  increased  so  that,  for 
the  first  time,  the  Government  would 
assume  the  cost  of  buying  white  cloth¬ 
ing  for  the  inspectors  to  wear.  No 
statute  authorizes  the  purchase  by  the 
Government  of  such  clothing.  We  en¬ 
acted  a  special  statute  in  order  to  buy 
uniforms  for  mail  carriers  and  some 
others.  It  may  be  desirable  for  us  to 
give  the  meat  inspectors  white  suits. 
There  is  no  statute  authorizing  it;  but 
the  Department  added  several  hundred 
thousand  dollars  for  that  purpose.  It 
asked  for  several  hundred  thousand  dol¬ 
lars  in  order  that  it  might  apply  the 
increased  salary  scale,  and  it  asked  for 
a  substantial  amount  to  employ  new 
inspectors. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  There  is  no  question 
about  that.  To  take  care  of  the  esti¬ 
mated  additional  workload,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  asked  for  $1,212,000  to  provide  for 
192  additional  man-years  of  employ¬ 
ment,  but  that  request  was  not  granted. 
I  also  understand  that  the  request,  with 
reference  to  uniforms,  was  not  granted, 
either. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No;  it  was  not.  The 
Senator  from  Georgia  will  oppose  it  as 
long  as  he  can  stand  here.  He  will  op¬ 
pose  any  such  policy  of  having  depart¬ 
ment  officials  ask  for  money  for  an  item 
that  is  not  authorized  by  law. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  If  the  force  is  re¬ 
duced  by  120  men  then  the  end  result 
will  be  to  back  up  the  cattle  in  the  yards 
and  hold  them  there  until  the  inspection 
can  be  made  with  a  reduced  force. 


Mr.  RUSSELL.  Of  course,  as  all  of  us 
know,  that  is  the  argument  that  is  made 
every  year  when  we  deal  with  the  item  of 
meat  inspection.  There  is  a  provision  in 
the  law  to  the  effect  that  when  there  are 
not  adequate  funds  with  which  to  pay 
the  inspectors  from  the  Federal  Treas¬ 
ury,  and  the  packers  want  the  meat  in¬ 
spected,  the  packers  must  themselves 
pay  the  fees  in  the  form  of  Overtime  paid 
to  the  inspectors. 

For  the  past  10  years  packers  have 
striven  valiantly  to  have  the  entire  cost 
of  the  inspection  borne  by  the  taxpayers 
through  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States.  They  have  been  very  successful 
in  their  endeavor,  because  we  have  in¬ 
creased  the  number  of  inspectors.  Last 
year  we  provided  $281,000  for  additional 
inspectors.  Now  we  find  that  for  fiscal 
year  1957  there  were  more  man-years  of 
employment  paid  in  the  inspection  serv¬ 
ice  than  there  had  ever  been  in  the  his¬ 
tory  of  the  country. 

We  find  that  the  number  of  livestock 
estimated  to  be  slaughtered  in  1957  is 
4*4  million  head  below  the  number 
slaughtered  in  1956.  It  is  perfectly  true 
that  the  number  of  plants  inspected  has 
shown  a  slight  increase.  The  number 
has  increased  from  1,148  to  1,241.  The 
packers  are  paying  by  way  of  overtime 
approximately  $300,000  less  in  1957  than 
they  paid  in  1956.  In  1956,  they  paid 
$4,440,000.  In  1957,  it  is  estimated  they 
will  pay  $4,137,000. 

Furthermore,  Mr.  President,  there  is  a 
general  clause  in  the  organic  act  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  which  allows 
the  Department  to  make  transfers  within 
its  appropriations.  It  can  transfer  not 
to  exceed  7  percent  of  the  amount  appro¬ 
priated  in  a  fiscal  year  for  miscellaneous 
expenses  from  one  division  or  bureau  to 
another  division  or  bureau.  The  only 
limitation  is  that  it  shall  not  exceed 
7  percent  of  the  appropriation  for  the 
agency. 

Last  year  the  Department  transferred, 
under  this  clause,  $103,000  to  the  meat 
inspection  division.  That  law  is  still  in 
effect.  Here  we  have  before  us  a  bill 
making  the  most  substantial  appropria¬ 
tion  ever  made  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  and  the  Department  can 
transfer  up  to  7  percent  of  miscellaneous 
expenses  from  one  division  to  another 
division.  Under  the  transfer  power,  it 
can  transfer  funds  to  the  meat  inspec¬ 
tion  service,  if  the  situation  should  reach 
the  point  so  vividly  described  by  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming,  with  the  ani¬ 
mals  backed  up  in  the  yards. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  may  say  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Wyoming  that 
I  have  conferred  with  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  who  is  greatly  in¬ 
terested  in  this  subject,  and  with  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota,  who  has  an 
amendment,  and  who  is  also  vitally  con¬ 
cerned  with  this  matter.  I  am  hopeful 
that  we  may  be  able  to  draft  an  amend¬ 
ment  that  can  be  accepted  and  taken  to 
conference,  and  which  will  provide  a 
reasonable  increase  in  this  field.  How¬ 
ever,  I  regard  the  requested  increase  of 
$2,132,000  as  greatly  excessive. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  at  that  point? 


Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  am  not  concerned 
with  the  kind  of  increase  the  Senator 
visualizes.  I  am  advised  that  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  would  start  the  in¬ 
spectors  at  $3,670,  instead  of  $3,175.  I 
do  not  know  how  any  man,  with  a  family, 
can  do  work  of  the  character  required, 
for  $3,175  a  year.  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  recommendations  of  the  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Commission  are  modest.  It  would 
cost  $165,000  merely  to  raise  the  starting 
salary  to  $3,670  a  year.  In  addition  to 
that,  I  am  advised  that  the  increase  the 
Civil  Service  Commission  has  made  nec¬ 
essary  in  order  to  meet  the  pay  standards 
it  has  set  will  cost  another  $590,000. 

Therefore,  I  hope  the  committee  will 
accept  an  amendment  which  will  take 
care  of  these  two  items. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  must  say  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  that  I  could  not  agree 
to  an  amendment  which  would  provide 
tsuch  a  large  increase  in  this  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.  When  we  reach  these  items, 
amendments  will  be  offered,  and  we  will 
discuss  them  at  that  time.  However,  at 
this  stage  of  the  proceedings;-!  could  not 
accept  any  amendment  which  would 
raise  the  appropriation  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  by  such  a  large 
amount. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  should 
like  to  express  the  hope  that  some  pro¬ 
vision  will  be  made  to  take  care  of  the 
packing  plants.  I  am  particularly  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  smaller  plants,  which  find 
the  inspection  fees  a  considerable  bur¬ 
den.  It  seems  to  me  that  we  should  try 
to  help  small  business,  and  not  follow  a 
policy  which  discriminates  in  favor  of  the 
large  packers  and  against  the  small 
packers.  " 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  there 
are  a  number  of  packing  plants  in  my 
own  State.  All  of  them  are  relatively 
small.  Of  course,  whether  large  or  small, 
they  do  not  like  to  pay  the  overtime  they 
have  been  paying,  in  order  to  make  up 
the  difference  in  the  cost  of  inspecting 
the  meats  they  process,  as  between  the 
amount  that  is  appropriated  and  what 
it  actually  costs.  There  was  a  time 
when  a  distinguished  Member  of  the 
Senate  was  successful  in  having  adopted 
a  provision  requiring  the  meat  packers 
to  pay  the  whole  cost.  It  is  my  own  in¬ 
dividual  viewpoint  that  they  should  do 
that  today — every  dime  of  it.  It  is  an 
adjunct  to  their  work.  However,  that 
issue  is  not  now  before  us.  Congress 
saw  fit  later  to  repeal  that  provision. 
There  has  never  been  a  time  when  the 
meat  packers  have  not  had  to  pay  a 
substantial  sum  each  year  for  the  over¬ 
time  work  involved  in  the  inspection  of 
the  meat,  to  the  extent  that  the  amount 
was  not  covered  by  the  appropriation. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mi'.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  able  Senator  from  Georgia  if  I  am 
correct  in  understanding  that  the  ap¬ 
propriation  in  the  bill  for  so-called  utili¬ 
zation  research  is  $14,145,000. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  will  have  the  exact 
figures  for  the  Senator  in  a  moment,  but 
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I  may  say  that  the  utilization  research 
has  fared  far  better  in  the  pending  bill 
than  any  other  item.  It  received  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $2  million,  practically  all  that 
had  been  requested. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  was  about  to  ask 
the  able  Senator  from  Georgia  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  that  point.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
the  appropriation  this  year  will  be  ap¬ 
proximately  $14  million,  whereas  last 
year  it  was  $12  million,  and  the  yeai* 
before  it  was  approximately  $9  million? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Those  figures  are  ap¬ 
proximately  correct. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  On  page  2  of  the 
report,  under  “Regular  activities,”  ref¬ 
erence  is  made  to  an  item  of  $58,794,890 
for  research,  which  is  an  increase  of 
$9,800,000  above  the  House  appropria¬ 
tion.  The  report  states: 

This  increase  consists  of  $2  million  for 
utilization  research  and  to  strengthen  re¬ 
search  in  carrot  breeding. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  First  I  should  to  say 
that  $7,200,000  of  that  is  involved  in  a 
transfer,  and  is  not  an  increase. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  should  like  to 
know  who  it  was  that  asked  for  money 
to  strengthen  research  in  carrot  breed¬ 
ing. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  will  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  -that  service  on  the  subcommittee 
on  Agricultural  Appropriations  has  been 
one  of  the  great  experiences  of  my  sen¬ 
atorial  career.  I  have  found  it  to  be  the 
most  educational  process  in  which  I  have 
ever  participated.  I  have  learned  a  great 
deal  by  having  people  explain  to  the  sub¬ 
committee  why  various  commodities 
stand  in  need  of  development  and  mar¬ 
keting  from  areas  about  which  I  know 
nothing.  No  other  phase  of  my  work  has 
taught  me  so  much. 

I  \&ish  the  whole  Senate  could  have 
been  present  to  see  the  presentation 
made  by  the  persons  who  are  interested 
in  growing  carrots  and  who  wanted  a 
small  sum  appropriated  to  enable  them 
to  engage  in  research  to  produce  a  carrot 
which  would  be  edible  all  the  way 
through,  without  having  the  core  or  pulp 
which  is  so  often  found  in  carrots.  They 
had  carrots  at  the  hearing.  They 
showed  them  to  us.  They  have  made 
some  progress  in  their  research.  But 
there  are  1  or  2  questions  which  they 
think  can  be  answered  only  by  research 
on  the  national  level.  It  will  not  cost 
a  large  sum;  I  think  about  $12,000  or 
$15,000  a  year  will  be  the  total  cost. 

I  remember  that  3  or  4  years  ago  a 
group  came  before  the  committee.  They 
were  interested  in  onion  research.  I  be¬ 
lieve  they  were  from  Idaho,  or_;perhaps 
it  was  Michigan.  Merely  at  the  mention 
of.  onion  research,  one  might  say,  “My 
gracious  alive,  what  is  onion  research?” 
But  those  persons  intrigued  my  curiosity, 
and  on  my  motion  there  was  included 
in  the  bill  $15,000  above  the  budget  so  as 
to  provide  for  research  in  onions.  In  2 
years  the  group  came  back  with  pictures 
which  showed  uniformity  in  the  onions. 
I  was  amazed  at  the  size  of  the  onions. 
There  was  practically  a  revolution  in 
onion  production  in  this  country. 

Senators  may  be  interested  to  know 
that  in  the  field  of  winter  wheat  the  seed 
which  is  now  planted  was  not  commer¬ 
cially  available  4  years  ago.  Research 


has  developed  entirely  new  breeds  of 
rust-resistant  and  wilt-resistant  wheat. 
It  has  revolutionized  wheat  growing  by 
farmers  who  produce  wheat.  The  farm¬ 
ers  of  the  Nation  are  practically  pros¬ 
trate  today.  If  it  had  not  been  for  the 
advances  of  research,  which  have 
brought  down  the  unit  cost  of  production 
they  would  have  been  exterminated. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Being  a  farmer  my¬ 
self,  I  will  take  the  Senator’s  word  for 
that,  but  I  am  not  particularly  conscious 
of  that  fact;  neither  am  I  prostrate.  I 
am  in  pretty  good  shape  as  a  farmer. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  If  the  Senator  de¬ 
pended  completely  on  his  farm  for  his 
income,  while  he  might  not  be  prostrate, 
he  might  be  a  little  bent. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  make  money  on 
my  farm  every  year;  I  always  have.  My 
point  is  that  we  have  an  agricultural  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  of  almost  $4  billion - 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Oh,  the  Senator  won¬ 
ders  why  that  figure  was  mentioned, 
.does  he? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  No,  no;  not  at  all. 
My  question  is.  Did  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  ask  for  more  than  the 
amount  provided  in  the  bill  for  utiliza¬ 
tion  research? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes;  they  asked  for 
$185,000  more  than  we  allowed. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Only  $185,000? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct.  That 
item  fared  better  than  did  most  others 
in  the  bill. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  am  very  much 
discouraged  with  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture.  We  are  considering  an  agri¬ 
cultural  appropriation  bill  providing  al¬ 
most  $4  billion.  That  is  an  extremely 
high  tax  load  with  respect  to  agriculture. 
Yet  it  is  proposed  to  spend  only  about 
$14  million  for  utilization  research.  I 
am  not  criticizing  the  committee,  be¬ 
cause  the  committee  included  in  the  bill 
everything  which  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  requested  to  enable  it  to  find 
new  uses  for  farm  products  in  industry, 
although  we  have  been  spending  over 
the  years  hundreds  and  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  for  agricultural  ap¬ 
propriations  alone. 

Again  I  say  I  am  not  criticizing  the 
committee,  because  the  committee 
knows  what  the  Department  asked  for. 
But  Congress  is  appropriating  millions 
of  dollars  annually  to  show  the  farmer 
how  to  grow  more  and  more  and  more — 
even  $15,000  for  research  in  carrots — 
when  the  problem  today  is  overproduc¬ 
tion,  and  a  lack  of  markets  in  which  to 
sell  farm  products. 

What  Congress  ought  to  do,  in  my  opin¬ 
ion,  is  to  appropriate  $100  million  or  $200 
million  of  the  $4  billion  to  find  new  uses 
for  farm’  products  in  industry,  to  enable 
the  farfner  to  grow  more  instead  of  less, 
but  to  have  more  markets  for  what  he 
grows. 

I  am  not  criticizing  the  committee;  I 
am  criticizing  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  hope  the  Senator 
will  be  pleased  to  know  that  in  the  argu¬ 
ment  which  the  committee  made  for  ap¬ 
propriations  to  provide  an  increase  for 
utilization  research,  the  fact  that  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  had  introduced  a 
comprehensive  bill  along  this  line  was 


mentioned  by  more  than  one  member  of 
the  committee. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  understand  that. 
I  introduced  such  a  bill  last  year  and 
again  this  year.  The  Senate  passed  the 
bill  last  year,  as  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  will  remember,  to  establish  a 
Commission,  known  as  the  President’s 
Commission  on  Utilization  Research. 
That  Commission  now  is  making  its  final 
report,,  after  studying  the  whole  problem 
of  finding  new  uses  for  farm  products. 

Yet  the  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
not  asked  for  an  appropriation  in  this 
bill  to  carry  out  the  recommendations 
which  the  Commission  will  make. 

I  am  almost  tempted  to  vote  against 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  appropri¬ 
ation  bill  for  the  reason  that  Congress  is 
appropriating  literally  billions  of  dollars 
for  agriculture,  or  at  least  hundreds  of 
millions,  but  no  effort  whatsoever  is  being 
made  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
to  spend  any  money  to  find  new  uses  for 
farm  products  in  industry. 

I  know  of  one  manufacturer  who  spent 
last  year  more  than  $80  million  in  an 
effort  to  find  synthetic  products  so  that 
he  would  not  have  to  use  cotton.  Yet 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  asks  for 
only  $14  million  for  the  purpose  of  re¬ 
search.  Last  year  they  asked  for  $12 
million.  The  year  before  that  they  asked 
for  $9  million.  In  the  years  before  that, 
the  amount  they  requested  in  order  to 
find  new  uses  for  farm  products  in  in¬ 
dustry  was  even  less.  That  is  a  disgrace¬ 
ful  situation. 

Eventually  the  taxpayers  of  the  Nation 
will  be  made  bankrupt  if  we  continue 
to  encourage  the  farmers  to  grow  more, 
by  showing  them  how  to  grow  more,  while 
on  the  other  hand  we  ask  the  American 
taxpayers  to  pay  for  the  surpluses. 

Why  do  we  not  get  wise?  Why  does 
not  the  Department  of  Agriculture  get 
wise  and  start  attacking  the  problem  on 
the  basis  of  finding  new  uses  for  farm 
products?  The  only  way  to  find  them 
is  to  use  “gumption.”  I  use  that  term 
because  it  is  a  good  old  Indiana  and 
Georgia  expression — “gumption.”  It 
means  using  a  little  bit  of  common  horse 
sense. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Indeed  it  does;  the 
Senator  does  not  have  to  explain  that 
word  to  me. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  could  use  a  little  gumption 
in  seeking  new  uses  of  farm  products  in 
order  to  alleviate  the  farm  problem. 
The  farmer  will  not  be  helped  by  the 
Government  spending  millions  and  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  to  show  him  how  to  grow 
more,  to  get  his  production  high,  but 
have  his  markets  low.  In  order  to  utilize 
the  surpluses,  it  will  be  necessary  to  find 
ways  of  bringing  the  market  up  to  the 
production,  and  to  push  both  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  the  markets  up.  To  do  that, 
it  will  be  necessary  to  find  new  uses  for 
farm  products  in  industry. 

I  do  not  know  what  we  can  do  to  get 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  under¬ 
take  this  work.  We  provided  them  with 
five  laboratories.  Yet  the  Department 
has  not  asked  for  any  money  or  help  to 
get  the  work  done. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 
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Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Illinois,  who  is  a  dis¬ 
tinguished  member  of  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  think  one  of  the  real 
functions  of  the  subcommittee  in  taking 
testimony  is  to  determine,  in  every  case, 
the  amount  that  can  be  usefully  and  pro¬ 
ductively  spent.  The  committee  could 
dump  $100  million  into  the  bill  for  utili¬ 
zation  research;  but  if  the  work  was  not 
organized,  if  there  were  no  technicians 
striving  for  a  definite  goal,  instead  of 
searching  around  for  a  lot  of  chemical 
curiosities,  we  would  get  nowhere. 

In  addition,  we  would  be  wasting  much 
of  the  public’s  money.  It  is  all  very  well 
to  say  that  $100  million,  $20  million,  or 
$5  million,  should  be  spent  in  research; 
but  personnel  are  required  to  do  the  re¬ 
search.  Simply  looking  into  a  test  tube 
or  using  a  bunsen  burner  in  a  laboratory 
will  not  do  the  job.  Some  competency  is 
required.  A  huge  undertaking  such  as 
this  will  require  time  for  organization.  I 
believe  the  committee,  in  its  discretion, 
has  undertaken  to  move  as  fast  and  pru¬ 
dently  as  the  work  can  be  done  produc¬ 
tively. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Of  course,  it  is  nec¬ 
essary  to  have  more  manpower  and  other 
assistance;  but  when  will  a  start  be  made 
to  organize  and  begin  such  a  program? 
Are  we  going  to  ask  the  American  people 
to  spend  $4  billion  every  year  primarily 
because  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
will  not  organize  itself  on  a  basis  to  get 
the  work  done  which  Congress  authorizes 
it  to  perform? 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  is  100  per¬ 
cent  correct.  Certainly  it  is  not  feasible 
to  look  down  a  test  tube.  But  neither 
does  private  industry  look  down  a  test 
tube.  At  least,  we  ought  to  do  as  much 
as  private  industry  does. 

The  Senate  remembers  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  synthetic  rubber  program. 
The  Congress  appropriated  $700  million, 
and  the  head  of  the  program  was  in¬ 
structed  to  commence  the  production  of 
synthetic  rubber,  to  build  a  pilot  plant, 
and  to  engage  in  research,  design,  engi¬ 
neering,  and  all  the  other  phases  of  the 
program.  We  can  make  similar  provis¬ 
ions  in  the  case  of  new  uses  for  agricul¬ 
tural  products. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  talks  in  the 
same  way  that  those  in  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  do.  Under  those  circum¬ 
stances,  it  is  no  wonder  that  the  neces¬ 
sary  development  do  not  occur.  We  are 
aware  of  that  situation.  But  what  is  the 
sense  of  urging  the  appropriation  of  $4 
billion  for  the  purchase  and  use  of  agri¬ 
cultural  surpluses,  and  the  appropriation 
of  $60  million  to  show  the  farmers  how  to 
grow  more  and  more  agricultural  com¬ 
modities,  when  we  have  too  many  now, 
and  then  to  propose  that  as  little  as  $14 
million  be  appropriated  for  the  purpose 
of  finding  new  industrial  uses  for  farm 
products? 

I  can  remember  the  time  when,  in 
Indiana,  soybeans  were  not  grown  by  the 
farmers.  Today,  soybeans  are  used  very 
widely  in  industry;  and  today  the  soy¬ 
bean  crop  is  one  of  the  big  cash  crops  in 
the  United  States,  and  I  would  dislike  to 
think  what  would  be  the  situation  of  the 


farmers  in  Indiana  today  if  soybeans 
were  not  grown.  The  extensive  use  of 
soybeans  in  industry  has  resulted  from 
research. 

The  almost  6  million  farmers  in  the 
United  States  cannot  do  this  job  them¬ 
selves.  Some  imagination  is  needed  in 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  research,  if  the  necessary 
job  is  to  be  done.  The  report  of  the 
President’s  Commission  will  come  to  us 
the  day  after  tomorrow,  I  believe;  and 
the  members  of  the  Commission  are 
practically  unanimous  in  recommending 
research  to  find  new  industrial  uses  for 
farm  products.  This  problem  will  not  be 
solved  in  any  other  way. 

Frankly,  Mr.  President,  I  become  tired 
listening  to  the  statements  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  that  the  neces¬ 
sary  technicians  cannot  be  obtained  and 
therefore  it  is  impossible  to  solve  the 
problem. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
in  the  process  of  making  a  brief  general 
statement,  which  I  do  not  think  would 
have  required  more  than  10  minutes,  if  I 
had  not  been  diverted. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  has  asked 
me  to  yield  briefly  to  him.  I  shall  do  so, 
and  then  I  wish  to  conclude  my  brief 
statement.  Thereafter,  I  shall  yield  the 
floor ;  and  the  bill  will  be  open  to  general 
discussion. 

Mr.  MUNDT  and  other  Senators  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  several 
Senators  wish  to  speak,  but  I  have  agreed 
to  yield  at  this  time  to  the  Senator  from 
Illinois.  I  now  yield  to  him. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
never  seen  the  time  when  an  argument 
comparable  to  that  made  by  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  has  not  been  made;  and 
that  goes  back  to  the  days  when  I  was 
chairman  of  the  Agricultural  Appropria¬ 
tions  Subcommittee  in  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives.  But  I  have  discovered  that 
in  the  field  of  agriculture,  as  in  the  field 
of  physical  health,  progressive  steps 
have  to  be  taken. 

All  the  money  on  this  side  of  the  Rocky 
Mountains  could  be  dumped  into  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  but  that  would 
simply  be  a  waste  of  money. 

The  Congress  is  appropriating  hun¬ 
dreds  of  millions  of  dollars  for  the. in¬ 
stitutes  of  research  in  the  fields  of  health, 
including  studies  regarding  arthritis, 
rheumatism,  cancer,  and  various  other 
diseases;  and  some  results  have  been  ob¬ 
tained.  But  over  a  period  of  time,  pure 
research  must  be  done;  and  after  a  while 
it  becomes  applied;  and  later  it  becomes 
really  practical.  But  it  is  impossible  to 
jump  over  the  various  necessary  steps. 

Our  distinguished  friend,  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart]  would  like 
to  rush  by  them;  he  says,  “Just  appro¬ 
priate  the  necessary  funds,  and  the  De¬ 
partment  will  find  the  proper  persons, 
and  will  solve  the  problem  overnight.” 
But,  Mr.  President,  that  is  not  possible. 

I  am  no  tyro  regarding  these  matters. 
I  helped  conduct  the  first  experiments — 
down  by  the  Memorial  Highway  between 
Washington  and  Mount  Vernon,  in 
1933 — with  anhydrous  alcohol  produced 
from  surplus  grain,  to  be  mixed  with 
gasoline,  and  then  to  be  converted  into 
premium  fuel.  What  was  the  answer? 


We  found  that  a  "new  carburetor  was 
called  for,  and  that  new  design  was  nec¬ 
essary,  and  that  various  special  processes 
were  required.  In  that  connection  we 
have  not  gotten  very  far,  although  1,800 
stations  were  selling  such  fuel  in  Ne¬ 
braska. 

So  I  know  something  of  the  difficulties 
involved;  and  they  will  not  be  solved  by 
saying,  “Give  the  Department  $50  mil¬ 
lion  or  $100  million  and,  presto,  we  will 
have  the  solution.” 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
yield  briefly  to  the  Senator  from  Indiana, 
but  thereafter  I  desire  to  complete  my 
statement. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  prefer  to  have  the  Government 
waste  $100  million  in  an  effort  to  solve 
the  problem  of  finding  new  industrial 
uses  for  agricultural  products,  rather 
than  to  have  the  Government  waste  hun¬ 
dreds  of  millions  of  dollars  in  connection 
with  telling  the  farmers  how  to  grow 
more  and  more,  even  though  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  time  it  is  impossible  to  sell  all  the 
commodities  the  fanners  are  producing. 

There  can  be  only  one  answer  to  this 
problem,  regardless  of  whether  rapid 
progress  or  slow  progress  is  made.  I  say 
we  had  better  begin  to  make  rapid  prog¬ 
ress,  and  we  should~spend  the  necessary 
funds  on  research  and  on  developing  new 
industrial  uses  for  agricultural  products, 
if  we  are  ever  going  to  begin  to  solve  the 
farm  problem.  I  am  not  unmindful  of 
the  fact  that  much  time  is  required  and 
that  such  developments  cannot  occur 
over  night. 

But  a  start  must  be  made.  It  is  ridicu¬ 
lous  for  as  little  as  $14  million  to  be  spent 
in  an  effort  to  develop  new  industrial 
uses  for  agricultural  products,  when  I 
could  name,  if  I  had  the  time  to  engage 
in  a  little  research,  a  thousand  private 
industries  in  the  United  States  which 
spend  twice,  10  times,  or  20  times  that 
amount  of  money  on  their  own  research. 

As  I  said  a  moment  ago,  I  know  of  one 
company  in  the  State  of  Georgia  which 
spent  more  than  $80  million  in  an  effort 
to  find  synthetic  substitutes  for  cotton. 
Yet  the  Department  of  Agriculture  re¬ 
quests  the  small  sum  of  $14  million  for 
the  purpose  of  engaging  in  research  for 
the  benefit  of  all  the  farmers  in  the 
United  States.  That  amount  is  $2  million 
more  than  the  amount  provided  last 
year,  and  $5  million  more  than  the 
amount  of  2  years  ago. 

Mr.  MUNDT  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Tal- 
madge  in  the  chair) .  The  Senator  from 
Georgia  has  the  floor.  Does  he  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  will  permit  me  first  to  finish  my 
brief  explanatory  statement.  Five  or  six 
Senators  wish  to  discuss  the  item  of 
utilization  research;  and  after  I  have 
finished  my  brief  statement,  I  shall  be 
glad  to  yield  for  a  discussion  of  that 
matter. 

Mr.  President,  I  was  discussing  the 
fact  that  in  the  case  of  the  total  bill,  the 
appropriations  for  the  regular  activities 
represent  an  increase  in  the  amount  of 
only  $9,500,000  over  the  appropriations 
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made  for  the  fiscal  yepir  1957.  The  larg¬ 
est  item  is  for  utilization  research. 

Most  of  the  total  increases  provided  by 
the  bill  do  not  concern  the  regular  ac¬ 
tivities  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
An  increase  of  $297,501,493  is  required  to 
restore  the  capital  impairment  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
losses  sustained  in  1956.  The  bill  also 
includes  increases  over  1957  totaling 
$572,226,556  for  special  activities.  These 
are  programs — including  sales  of  com¬ 
modities  for  foreign  currencies  under 
Public  Law  480,  the  International  Wheat 
Agreement,  emergency  famine  relief  to 
friendly  peoples,  and  animal  disease 
eradication  activities — which  are  carried 
out  using  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
funds,  and  the  Corporation  is  subse¬ 
quently  reimbursed  by  appropriation,  in 
order  to  restore  its  capital  structure. 

Mr.  President,  a  large  part  of  the  ap¬ 
propriations  carried  by  the  pending  bill 
could  more  properly  be  charged  to  the 
foreign-aid  program.  In  considering  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  it  is  important  to  note  that 
much  of  the  funds  in  the  bill  do  not  go  to 
the  American  farmer. 

For  example,  the  bill  includes  $637 
million  to  reimburse  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  sales  of  commodi¬ 
ties  for  foreign  currencies  under  Public 
Law  480.  It  also  includes  similar  reim¬ 
bursement  items  of  $94,483,518  for  emer¬ 
gency  famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples, 
and  $92,930,611  for  the  International 
Wheat  Agreement. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  will  permit  me 
to  do  so,  first  I  should  like  to  complete 
my  brief  statement. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
"wait. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  a 
number  of  the  items  included  in  the  bill 
are  not  primarily  for  the  benefit  of  agri¬ 
culture.  Among  those  items  is  the  one 
of  $100  million  for  the  school-lunch  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  one  of  more  than  $45  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  school-milk  program. 

Also  included  in  the  bill  are  $16,586,- 
000  for  meat  inspection  and  over  $22 
million  for  the  eradiction  of  brucellosis 
and  tuberculosis  in  livestock — activities 
which  primarily  benefit  the  consumer. 

While  all  of  these  programs  are  neces¬ 
sary,  I  think  it  is  important  for  us  to 
note  that  very  substantial  appropria¬ 
tions — over  $1  billion — in  the  bill  are 
primarily  for  the  benefit  of  consumers 
and  others,  rather  than  for  the  benefit 
of  the  farmers  and  ranchers  of  the  Na¬ 
tion. 

Over  one-half  a  billion  dollars  of  the 
appropriations  represent  expenditures 
on  REA  and  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration  loans  which  are  repayable,  and 
on  which  the  repayment  history-  is  ex¬ 
cellent. 

Mr.  President,  having  concluded  my 
brief  statement,  I  am  glad  to  yield.  I 
promised  first  to  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt]  ;  and 
at  this  time  I  am  pleased  to  yield  to  him, 
if  he  wishes  to  have  me  do  so. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much.  I  simply  wanted  to  make  a 


few  comments  relative  to  the  colloquy 
engaged  in  by  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
and  the  Senator  from  Indiana,  and  to 
point  out  that  there  is  validity  in  what 
they  both  have  said,  but  I  think,  first, 
that  the  committee  in  giving  the  De¬ 
partment  a  $2  million  increase  over  the 
House  figure  for  utilization  research, 
has  provided  in  the  bill  all  the  money 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  has  re¬ 
quested;  and,  second,  all  the  money  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  shows  any 
indication  that  it  can  use. 

I  do  not  think  it  is  going  to  provide 
any  solution  for  the  Senator  from  Indi¬ 
ana  to  suggest  that  the  Department 
have  $10  million  or  $20  million  or  $50 
million  more.  I  agree  with  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  in  that  regard.  We  are 
providing  in  this  bill  the  maximum  go- 
ahead  for  the  existing  research  utiliza¬ 
tion  in  the  Department.  I  myself 
offered  an  amendment  to  increase  the 
amount  $2  million.  I  believe  it  carried 
unanimously  or  with  only  a  few  dissent¬ 
ing  votes.  That  amount  was  within 
$185,000  of  what  the  Department  had  re¬ 
quested.  As  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  has  stated,  it 
was  the  greatest  single  increase  received 
by  any  service  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

What  we  in  the  Congress  should  do 
is  recognize  the  challenge  of  research 
into  uses  for  farm  products.  We  should 
move  in^the  direction  of  establishing  a 
separate  commission  or  board  or  di¬ 
rector  of  research  in  the  utilization  of 
farm  products  for  industrial  purposes, 
and  should  provide  for  that  group  a  con¬ 
siderable  sum  to  put  such  a  program  on 
a  crash  basis,  as  we  did  in  the  field  of 
synthetic  rubber  and  guided  missiles,  or 
as  we  would  do  in  any  area  where  we 
want  to  get  progress.  We  are  never 
going  to  get  a  program  out  of  the  worm¬ 
wood  stage  by  putting  such  a  program  in 
a  department  which  employs  only  hired 
scientists.  We  are  going  to  make  prog¬ 
ress  only  by  utilizing  the  genius  of 
America,  from  its  industrial  organiza¬ 
tions,  its  educational  institutions,  and 
its  chemical  plants.  If  we  provided 
funds  and  a  director,  and  gave  him 
enough  latitude  so  he  could  spend  money 
in  subsidies,  bonuses,  and  incentive  pay¬ 
ments  working  with  private  industry  we 
could  get  somewhere.  But,  so  far  as  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  is  concerned, 
at  the  slow  pace  at  which  it  is  moving,  I 
am  sure  the  $2  million  is  going  to  be 
enough. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  sure  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota  means  $2  mil¬ 
lion  added  to  what  has  already  been 
appropriated. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Yes;  I  refer  to  the  $2 
million  additional. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  had  promised  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon.  Then 
I  shall  be  happy  to  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  a  question  or  two. 
Before  I  ask  the  questions,  I  wish  first  to 
express  my  very  deep  appreciation  for 
the  great  leadership  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  has  given  the  Senate  for  many 


years  in  connection  with  agriculture  ap¬ 
propriation  bills. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  do  not  think  agricul¬ 
ture  has  a  greater  friend  in  the  entire 
Congress  than  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Georgia.  I  want  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  to  understand  that  the  questions 
I  shall  raise  in  regard  to  the  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  are  raised  not  with  any  criticism 
at  all.  I  wish  him  to  know  that  the 
questions  are  based  on  inquiries  I  have 
received  from  people  in  my  State  and 
from  farm  organizations.  I  want  him 
also  to  know  that  I  do  not  believe  in  par¬ 
ticipating  in  political  gestures.  I  could 
offer  a  series  of  amendments  based  upon 
the  protests  I  have  received,  but,  unless 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  feels 
that  there  is  some  chance  for  an  amend¬ 
ment  on  any  of  the  points  raised  being 
adopted,  I  shall  not,  as  a  mere  political 
gesture,  offer  an  amendment. 

My  first  question  goes  to  the  matter  of 
the  cuts  in  funds  for  experiment  stations, 
which  the  Senator  has  discussed  some¬ 
what  already.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  the  House  cut  $4,500,000  from  the 
payments  to  State  experiment  stations 
as  called  for  in  the  budget  estimate.  It 
is  my  understanding  that  the  Senate  bill, 
as  reported  by  the  Senator  from  Georgia, 
in  effect  restores  $1  million  of  that  cut. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  from 
Oregon  is  correct.  The  reduction,  of 
course,  was  made  in  the  budget  estimate, 
not  in  the  current  appropriation,  I  may 
say.  The  Senator  from  Oregon  is  well 
aware  of  the  fact  that  we  have  manifest¬ 
ed  an  intense  interest  in  the  work  of  the 
State  experiment  stations  in  recent  years. 
Since  1952  the  committee  and  the  Con¬ 
gress  have  increased  annual  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  State  experiment  stations 
from  $12,670,000  to  $29,503,000.  The  bill 
before  the  Senate  allows  an  increase  of 
$1  million  over  the  current  appropria¬ 
tion. 

No  Member  of  the  Congress  believes 
more  strongly  than  I  do  in  the  State 
experiment  station  work.  Many  of  the 
most  amazing  developments  in  our  agri¬ 
cultural  revolution  have  come  about  as 
a  result  of  the  cooperative  work  between 
the  Federal  Government  and  the  State 
governments  at  the  State  experiment 
stations. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  is,  of  course, 
aware  of  the  fact  that  this  is  a  rather 
unusual  year  for  dealing  with  almost  any 
appropriation.  The  fact  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  allowed  a  $1  million  increase  over 
the  current  appropriation  did  give  this 
activity  a  slightly  preferred  status  over 
those  which  did  not  get  an  increase  of 
even  $1,  or  took  a  reduction. 

I  would  have  liked  to  have  seen  the 
$4>/2  million  appropriated.  I  am  sure  it 
could  have  been  programed  and  the 
money  well  expended;  but,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  we  are  in  a  better  position  if  we 
keep  the  appropriation  at  an  increase  of 
$1  million,  and  insist  on  that  amount  in 
conference,  than  if  we  arrived  at  an  un¬ 
realistic  figure  that  would  cause  us  to 
lose  the  entire  item  if  it  were  taken 
back  to  some  other  body  for  a  vote. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Am  I  correct  in  my  un¬ 
derstanding  that  the  Senate  committee 
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has  allowed  $9,800,000  more  than  the 
House  figure  for  the  entire  agricultural 
research  program? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No;  a  part  of  that 
represented  a  transfer.  The  House  took 
soil  and  water  conservation  research  out 
of  the  regular  research  program  and  put 
it  under  Soil  Conservation  Service.  The 
Senate  committee  restored  it.  A  part 
of  the  increase  is  reflected  in  that  item. 
The  real  increase  is  only  about  $2,800,000. 
However,  that  figure  does  not  include  the 
appropriation  for  the  State  experimental 
stations,  which  will  be  found  under  an¬ 
other  item. 

Mr.  MORSE.  So  the  increase  for  agri¬ 
cultural  experiment  stations  is  a  little 
more  than  $3  million. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  total  increase  in 
the  research  appropriation  is  consider¬ 
ably  more  than  $5  million  throughout  the 
bill. 

Mr.  MORSE.  A  little  more  than  $4 
million?  - 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator,  in  his  ex¬ 
planatory  remarks,  spoke  about  plant 
diseases,  experiment  station  funds,  and 
brucellosis.  I  should  like  to  tell  him  of 
a  conversation  on  the  long  distance 
telephone  last  night,  which  is  supported 
by  some  telegrams  I  shall  ask  to  put 
in  the  Record.  Mr.  Ed  Coles,  who  is 
president  of  the  Oregon  Cattlemen’s  As¬ 
sociation,  who  is  one  of  the  great  agri¬ 
cultural  leaders  in  Oregon,  and  who 
works  closely  with  various  research 
groups — and  I  also  had  strong  repre¬ 
sentations  on  this  matter  from  our  ex¬ 
periment  stations — asked  me  if  I  was 
aware  of  the  fact  that  the  brucellosis 
program  as  provided  in  the  bill  is  not 
adequately  financed  in  the  sense  that  a 
great  many  of  the  State  programs  will 
have  to  be  cut  out.  He  points  out  that, 
as  the  Senator  from  Georgia  and  I 
know  to  be  the  case,  discoveries  are  still 
being  made  in  regard  to  the  effects  of 
brucellosis. 

Just  a  few  days  ago  we  read  in  the 
press  about  the  findings  of  a  medical  re¬ 
search  group  in  regard  to  health  haz¬ 
ards  to  human  beings  caused  by  brucel¬ 
losis,  over  and  above  those  which  were 
previously  known  as  constituting  serious 
threats  to  human  life. 

Mr.  Coles  pleaded  with  me  over  the 
telephone  last  night  to  seek  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  today  to  get  the  viewpoint 
of  the  Senator  from  Georgia  in  regard 
to  the  brucellosis  program,  and  to  see  if 
there  is  any  chance  at  all  of  getting 
some  increase  in  the  brucellosis  fund, 
because,  as  he  reports  to  me,  a  reduction 
in  funds  for  the  program  will  do  great 
damage  to  State  programs  which  are  al¬ 
ready  underway,  by  which  it  is  hoped 
to  stamp  out  Bang’s  disease.  Will  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  enlighten  me  as  to 
what  he  thinks  the  situation  is  in  re¬ 
gard  to  the  brucellosis  program? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  can 
say  to  the  distinguished  Senator  that 
this  is  a  program  the  details  of  which 
the  eminent  Senator  from  Oregon,  an 
outstanding  cattle  breeder,  is  more 
familiar  with  than  I  am.  I  have  dealt 
with  the  problem  in  the  agricultural  ap¬ 
propriations  bills  for  years.  This  is  the 
25th  such  bill.  I  can  remember  when  a 


chairman  of  the  full  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations,  who  had  a  herd  of  cattle, 
shuddered  at  the  suggestion  that  there 
could  be  any  such  thing  as  Bang’s  Dis¬ 
ease,  and  opposed  an  appropriation  for 
that  purpose.  That  has  been  within  the 
last  quarter  of  a  century,  for  I  am  not 
talking  about  what  happened  in  the 
1800’s. 

Of  course,  a  great  deal  has  been  found 
out  about  this  disease.  It  is  not  only 
very  costly  to  the  farmers  for  it  causes 
them  to  lose  calves,  but  it  is  also  a  threat 
to  the  human  consumers  of  milk  and 
dairy  products.  We  have  had  a  pro¬ 
gram  f6r  many  years  which  has  under¬ 
taken  to  deal  with  it. 

I  will  say  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
that  at  the  present  time  we  are  appropri¬ 
ating  $20  million  for  this  purpose,  which 
is  the  full  amount  authorized  by  law. 
The  increased  authorization,  to  $20  mil¬ 
lion,  was  not  passed  until  1956.  Prior 
to  that  time,  it  was  approximately  $15 
million.  This  bill  carries  the  full 
amount  authorized  by  law.  It  would 
take  legislation  to  enable  us  to  increase 
the  Federal  appropriation  for  this  ac¬ 
tivity. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  .much.  That  is  precisely  the  kind 
of  information  I  needed  in  this  colloquy 
in  order  to  properly  advise  Mr.  Coles  in 
regard  to  it. 

Mr.  Coles  raised  another  question  in 
connection  with  the  so-called  meat  pres¬ 
ervation  experiments,  and  he  pointed  out 
that  Oregon  State  College  had  joined 
in  a  cooperative  research  program  on 
meat  preservation.  They  have  hired 
their  personnel.  They  have  committed 
their  contribution  to  the  program. 

Mr.  Coles  is  advised  that  this  bill  does 
not  carry  a  sufficient  amount  of  money 
for  the  meat  preservation  experiment 
program,  and  he  wanted  me  to  raise  a 
question  today  with  respect  to  whether 
or  not  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
thought  there  was  any  possibility  of  hav¬ 
ing  restored  to  the  budget  the  funds 
which  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
had  previously  been  authorized  to  ex¬ 
pend.  Is  the  chairman  aware  of  such 
a  program? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  must 
say  if  that  is  the  fact  it  grows  out  of 
a  departmental  decision  in  allocating 
the  $1  million  increase  we  have  pro¬ 
posed.  We  may  be  counting  our  chick¬ 
ens  before  they  are  hatched  in  the  case 
of  the  $1  million.  There  has  been  no 
reduction  in  the  program  and  the  ap¬ 
propriation  for  last  year.  The  fact  is 
we  have  allowed  the  full  amount  of  the 
budget  requested  for  this  item  in  the 
next  fiscal,  year.  We  allowed,  in  this 
bill,  a  $1  million  increase  over  last  year. 

I  am  not  completely  familiar  with  the 
activity  to  which  the  Senator  refers,  but 
I  think  it  is  one  in  which  3  or  4  States 
and  the  Federal  Government  are  coop¬ 
erating. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
Several  State  colleges  are  cooperating. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  have  a  recollection 
that  I  have  heard  of  that  particular 
project.  There  is  nothing  to  prevent  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  from  allo¬ 
cating  from  this  $1  million  increase, 
when  and  if  it  is  approved,  a  sufficient 
amount  to  help  carry  on  that  work,  al¬ 


though  of  course  it  means  the  funds  will 
have  to  be  spread  rather  thin,  because 
it  is  $1  million  out  of  a  $4%  million 
budget  estimate. 

Mr.  MORSE.  My  guess  is  that  what 
is  happening  is  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  officials  involved  are  proba¬ 
bly  advising  that  if  the  $4J/2  million  for 
experimentation  work  is  not  restored, 
they  will  have  to  cut  such  projects. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  they  will  not  be 
able  to  make  an  allocation  for  this  work. 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  leads  me  to  the 
next  question,  and  I  should  like  to  have 
the  Senator’s  frank  appraisal,  after 
which  I  am  going  to  follow  his  judg¬ 
ment. 

I  have  received  certain  telegrams,  and 
I  am  going  to  ask  permission  to  insert 
them  in  the  Record.  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  opinion  of  the  chairman  on  the 
point  I  now  mention;  If  I  carry  out 
the  suggestion  in  some  of  these  tele¬ 
grams,  namely,  to  offer  an  amendment 
to  increase  the  amount  for  experiment 
station  allowances  by  $4  14  million  as¬ 
suming  for  the  moment  that  I  suc¬ 
ceeded  in  having  it  adopted  by  the  SenT 
ate — which  could  be  a  false  assumption, 
since  I  am  inclined  to  think  I  would  not 
be  able  to  do  so,  over  the  objection  of  the 
Senator  from  Georgia — would  that  make 
it  more  difficult  for  the  Senator  in  con¬ 
ference  to  hold  the  $1  million  already 
added  to  the  bill,  as  it  came  from  the 
Senate  committee? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
say  first  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
that  he  of  course  understands  how  a 
Senator  in  charge  of  a  bill  can  be  placed 
in  a  certain  position.  Although  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  might  be  strongly 
in  favor  of  the  $414  million  increase  for 
the  State  experiment  stations,  he  had 
difficulty  getting  $1  million  from  the 
committee  he  represents  on  the  floor, 
and  he  is  committed  to  that  amount. 
It  would  be  his  duty  to  defend  the  in¬ 
crease,  or  to  at  least  keep  it  limited  to 
what  the  committee  recommended. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  would 
have  equal  difficulty,  in  the  conference 
committee,  even  in  holding  some  of  the 
Senate  conferees? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  had  not  reached 
that  point.  It  is  my  intention  to  insist 
very  vigorously  upon  this  Senate 
amendment  when  and  if  this  bill 
reaches  the  conference  stage  with  the 
other  body.  If  it  were  a  $414  million 
item,  and  the  Senate  insisted,  I  think 
there  would  be  a  very  remote  possibil¬ 
ity  that  the  amendment  would  ever 
carry  on  the  floor  of  the  House,  whereas 
a  $1  million  increase  would  have  a  sub¬ 
stantially  better  chance  of  approval. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  in  his  gen¬ 
eral  statement  on  the  bill  also  men¬ 
tioned  the  matter  of  research  and  ex¬ 
perimentation  in  connection  with  plant 
diseases,  such,  for  example,  as  the  po¬ 
tato  blight.  Does  the  amount  of  money 
for  research  into  plant  diseases  fall  into 
the  same  category  which  involves  the 
$414  million  cut  on  the  House  side? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No.  There  are  some 
different  phases  involved.  There  is  the 
purely  Federal  research,  and  then  there 
is  the  joint  State-Federal  research.  I 
do  not  remember  at  the  moment 
whether  the  research  in  the  case  of  po- 
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tato  blight  is  done  purely  as  a  Federal 
function,  or  as  a  joint  State-Federal 
function,  but  whatever  its  status  is  there 
can  be  no  reduction  in  that  research, 
because  we  have  provided  on  the  mini¬ 
mum  the  same  amount  of  money  they 
have  for  the  current  year, 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  wish  to  thank  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  very  much.  I 
have  decided  to  make  any  future  re¬ 
marks  on  my  own  time,  later  on  in  the 
debate. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  always  glad  to 
hear  the  remarks  of  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  on  agricultural  matters.  He  has 
always  been  a  valuable  friend  of  the 
American  farmer. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  wish  to  thank 
the  chairman  of  the  committee.  I  can 
assure  my  colleagues  that  my  questions 
will  be  few  and  to  the  point. 

With  respect  to  the  expenditures  cov¬ 
ered  by  the  bill,  I  listened  to  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  list  the  reimbursements 
to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  if  in 
the  bill  and  in  the  report  the  amounts 
which  are  to  be  reimbursed  to  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  for  our  for¬ 
eign  policy  requirements  are  gi’ouped  as 
such? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  They  are  not. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  seems  to  me 
that  somewhere  in  the  discussion  of  this 
agricultural  appropriation  bill  the  ex¬ 
penditures  which  relate  to  foreign  policy 
matters  ought  to  be  tabulated.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  consider  the  sales  of  surplus  com¬ 
modities  under  Title  I,  Public  Law  480, 
the  donations  under  title  HI,  and  the 
activities  under  title  II  of  Public  Law 
480.  All  this  relates  to  the  fulfillment 
of  American  foreign  policy  objectives. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Of  course,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  is  correct.  For 
that  reason,  although  it  is  not  spelled 
out  in  the  bill,  it  is  all  to  reimburse  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  its 
impaired  capital  structure.  I  read  the 
figures  so  that  they  would  appear  in  the 
Record,  and  stated  that  practically  $1 
billion  of  the  money  was  more  in  the 
field  of  international  relations  and  for¬ 
eign  policy  than  in  the  field  of  agricul¬ 
ture. 

I  gave  a  figure  of  $637  million  to  re¬ 
imburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  for  sales  of  commodities  for  foreign 
currencies.  There  is  $94.5  million  for 
emergency  famine  relief  for  friendly 
peoples.  There  is  $92,930,000  for  the 
International  Wheat  Agreement. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  All  those  relate  to 
specific  objectives  in  American  foreign 
policy. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes.  I  stated  that 
there  was  more  than  $1  billion  in  the 
bill  which  might  be  included  in  the 
category  not  having  to  do  primarily 
with  the  agricultural  situation  in  this 
country. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Some  of  the  for¬ 
eign  currencies  we  have  are  not  con¬ 
sidered  an  asset  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  until  they  are  converted  into 
dollars,  or  reimbursed. 


Mr.  RUSSELL.  A  great  deal  of  it 
never  is  reimbursed  at  all. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 
Therefore,  it  is  considered  a  loss. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  is  a  complete  loss. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  may  be  that 
some  other  department  or  service  of  the 
Government  gets  the  benefit  of  the  use 
of  such  currencies. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  State  Depart¬ 
ment  has  personnel  in  all  those  coun¬ 
tries,  and  some  of  the  counterpart  funds 
are  used  by  them.  Some  of  the  coun¬ 
terpart  funds  are  spent  on  activities 
within  the  country. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Indeed. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  For  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  railroads  or  highways,  or  for 
building  dams  or  irrigation  projects. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  To  the  extent  of 
about  60  percent. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  We  are  going  into 
that  study  now.  i  wanted  to  have  the 
Record  show  that  the  expenditures 
which  have  been  listed  as  Department 
of  Agriculture  expenditures,  and  have 
been  heralded  in  the  press  as  a  four  or 
five  billion  dollar  cost  for  agriculture, 
are  not  all  agricultural  costs. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Of  course  not.  One 
of  the  most  commendable  programs  in 
the  bill  is  the  school-lunch  and  school- 
milk  program,  which  costs  $145  million, 
not  including  the  surplus  commodities 
which  are  given.  Only  13  percent  of  the 
schoolchildren  of  the  country  could  pos¬ 
sibly  be  purely  farm  children.  The 
program  helps  children  in  urban  com¬ 
munities.  It  is  a  good  program,  but  it 
is  not  properly  chargeable  strictly  to 
agriculture. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  is  not  an  agri¬ 
cultural  cost. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  is  not  an  agricul¬ 
tural  cost.  Even  the  cost  of  the  meat- 
inspection  service  is  charged  to  the 
farmer,  but  the  meat-inspection  service 
protects  the  American  consumer  who 
buys  meats  on  the  market. 

There  is  also  a  tendency,  in  looking  at 
the  size  of  the  bill,  to  say  that  all  of  it 
is  appropriation;  but  more  than  half  a 
billion  dollars  represents  loans  made 
through  the  Rural  Electrification  Ad¬ 
ministration  and  the  Farmers’  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration,  both  of  which  have  excel¬ 
lent  records  of  repayment.  The  money 
is  turned  back  into  the  Treasury. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  How  much  of  this 
appropriation  would  the  Senator  esti¬ 
mate  could  be  attributed  directly  to  ex¬ 
penditures  or  costs  for  the  operation  of 
a  farm  program,  as  related  to  the  farm 
economy? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  have  never  ap¬ 
proached  the  question  directly  in  that 
way.  However,  the  sums  of  $637  million, 
$95  million,  and  $93  million,  involve  sales 
for  foreign  currencies,  and  emergency 
famine  relief  under  the  International 
Wheat  Agreement.  Then  there  is  $310 
million  worth  of  materials  secured  in 
barter,  which  goes  into  the  stockpile  for 
the  national  defense  effort.  The  sum  of 
$225  million  goes  for  shipping,  under 
the  proviso  that  one-half  of  it  must  be 
shipped  in  American  bottoms.  I  have 
not  totaled  all  the  items. 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  They  total  about 
$1,300,000,000. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  About  $1,300,000,000 
or  $1,400,000,000  of  this  amount  is  prop¬ 
erly  chargeable  to  international  rela¬ 
tions  and  foreign  policy,  rather  than  to 
the  farmers. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  There  is  another 
$500  million  in  loans  made  through  the 
REA  and  the  FHA. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  There  is  $145  million 
for  the  school  lunch  and  milk  program, 
and  $17  million  for  the  meat  inspection 
item. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  So  about  $2  billion 
out  of  this  appropriation  could  be  de¬ 
classified,  as  being  nonagricultural. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  represents  activi¬ 
ties  which  are  just  as  important  to  any 
citizen  of  the  United  States  living  in  a 
penthouse  in  New  York  as  they  are  to  a 
farmer  in  Minnesota  or  Georgia. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  for  his  observations  and  for  the  in¬ 
formation  he  has  given. 

I  should  like  to  ask  one  question  on 
the  subject  of  brucellosis  control.  I 
heard  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse]  asking  about  it.  Would  the  ap¬ 
propriation  before  us  result  in  cutting 
down  a  State  program,  such  as  that  car¬ 
ried  on  in  the  State  of  Minnesota? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No.  No  reduction  in 
the  appropriation  is  involved.  The  ap¬ 
propriation  recommended  is  $20  million, 
which  is  the  full  amount  authorized  by 
law,  and  the  same  as  the  amount  appro¬ 
priated  last  year. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  So  we  can  con¬ 
tinue  with  the  same  schedule  we  had 
last  year? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  There  will  be  just 
as  much  money  as  was  carried  in  the 
bill  for  the  present  year. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Through  the  fiscal 
year  1958? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  should  like  to  ask 
a  question  in  reference  to  the  soil-con¬ 
servation  program.  I  refer  the  Senator 
to  the  language  on  page  26,  line  6,  under 
the  head,  “Agricultural  Conservation 
Program  Service.”  The  amount  which 
is  fixed  as  the  maximum  for  any  par¬ 
ticipant  under  the  soil-conservation 
program  is  $1,500.  Is  that  correct?  I 
believe  the  House  set  the  figure  at 
$2,500. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  House  had  placed 
the  figure  at  $2,500,  but  the  amount 
carried  in  the  bill  at  present,  and  the 
amount  which  has  been  carried  for  the 
past  3  or  4  years,  it  $1,500.  Without 
being  apprised  of  the  specific  reasons 
for  the  increase,  the  Senate  committee 
went  back  to  the  old  figure,  so  that  we 
could  ascertain  if  there  was  any  justi¬ 
fication  for  the  increase  when  we  meet 
with  representatives  of  the  other  body 
in  conference. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  appreciate  that, 
and  I  shall  not  press  the  item  at  all. 
I  merely  wish  to  explore  the  subject  for 
a  moment  with  the  Senator. 

As  I  understand,  the  reason  given  by 
the  proponents  for  the  increase  in  the 
House,  which  was  agreed  to  by  a  majority, 
relates  to  what  we  call  gully  control. 
In  the  hilly  country,  there  is  a  great  deal 
of  soil  erosion  due  to  the  rapid  flow-off 
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of  water,  and  gullies  develop.  Because  of 
the  increased  cost  of  labor  and  materials 
for  gully  repairs  and  conservation  prac¬ 
tice  relating  to  gully  repair,  the  $1,500 
item  has  been  considered  to  be  too  small. 
I  ask  the  Senator,  when  he  goes  to  con¬ 
ference  on  the  bill,  to  examine  quite  care¬ 
fully  the  debate. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  shall  approach  the 
question  with  an  open  mind.  The  De¬ 
partment  did  not  ask  to  have  the  amount 
increased  to  $2,500.  No  testimony  was 
submitted  to  the  committee  in  justifica¬ 
tion  of  the  increase.  In  the  absence  of 
any  reason  for  the  increase  being  called 
to  our  attention,  we  set  the  figure  at  the 
old  level  of  $1,500.  I  shall  certainly  ap¬ 
proach  that  subject  with  an  open  mind 
when  the  bill  goes  to  conference. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Let  me  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ator  again  with  reference  to  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program.  As  I  under¬ 
stand,  the  maximum  amount  provided 
on  page  28,  line  18,  is  $7.50  an  acre  “for 
conservation  reserve  contracts  entered 
into  30  days  after  approval  of  this  act.” 

As  I  recall,  the  national  average  last 
year  was  around  $11. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  average  paid  un¬ 
der  contracts  concluded,  up  to  this  year, 
is  $8.84. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes;  I  remember 
that. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  figure  in  the 
Senate  committee  version  of  the  bill 
represents  a  reduction  of  $1.34  through¬ 
out  the  Nation,  which  would  have  to  be 
applied.  I  shall  discuss  that  question 
later.  The  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
has  an  amendment  seeking  to  eliminate 
that  reduction,  but  I  shall  take  the  posi¬ 
tion  that  the  committee’s  action  was 
completely  justified  in  the  light  of  the 
testimony  before  us.  Very  large  practice 
payments  are  made,  some  of  them  for 
building  dams.  In  one  instance  the  pay¬ 
ments  amounted  to  as  much  as  $1,062  an 
acre,  in  addition  to  annual  payments  for 
the  land  which  is  flooded.  That  is  an 
extreme  case  and  the  most  expensive 
one  I  know  of.  This  is  an  effort  to  get 
the  Department  to  be  a  little  more  care¬ 
ful  in  examining  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program,  in  which  I  think  we  all 
have  more  hope  and  faith  than  in  the 
acreage  reserve  program. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  glad  to  hear 
the  Senator  say  that,  because  I  feel 
that  the  conservation  reserve  program 
offers  the  greatest  opportunity  for  long- 
run  good. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Over  the  long  run; 
yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  my  State,  for 
example,  the  average  payment  was 
around  $11  an  acre,  I  believe. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  This  provision  would 
not  bring  down  the  maximum  that  is 
paid  for  any  one  type  of  land  in  the 
Senator’s  State.  The  farmers  may  still 
be  paid  just  as  much  as  they  have  been 
paid  on  the  highest  level,  but  they  would 
find  it  necessary,  in  classifying  the  land 
as  to  productive  land  and  marginal  land, 
and  so  forth,  to  bring  the  State  average 
down - - 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  should  say  that 
I  think  it  was  about  $11. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  would  bring  the 
average  down  to  about  $1.24  less  than 
that. 


Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  figures  given  to  me 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indi¬ 
cate  that  the  current  average  for  Min¬ 
nesota  is  $11,  and  that  if  the  bill  as  it 
is  written  passes,  the  average  would  be 
$8  for  the  coming  year,  rather  than  $11. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  cannot  possibly 
be  correct. 

Mr.  AIKEN  That  is  the  advice  I  have 
received  from  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  If  the  Senator  will 
look  at  the  language  on  page  28  of  the 
bill,  he  will  see  that  the  bill  provides: 

That  the  average  annual  rental  payment 
per  acre  shall  not  exceed  $7.50  per  acre  for 
conservation  reserve  contracts  entered  into 
30  days  after  approval  of  this  act. 

If  he  will  then  look  at  the  column 
under  Minnesota,  <he  will  see  that  the 
average  payment  for  Minnesota  is  $9.09 
an  acre.  That  is  the  average  annual 
payment  per  acre  on  signed  contracts. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  is  $9.09  for  Minne¬ 
sota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  why  I  said 
I  was  not  certain  about  the  $11  figure. 
I  heard  both  figures  mentioned  . 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
no  need  for  any  uncertainty  about  it, 
because  it  is  $11.  That  was  the  offering 
rate.  The  actual  signup  rate  shows  in 
the  right-hand  column  as  $9.09.  That  is 
due  to  the  fact  that  in  the  States  there 
are  some  nondiverted  acres,  which  are 
not  included,  and  as  a  consequence  there 
is  a  reduction,  which  is  shown  in  the 
righthand  column.  The  Senator  from 
Minnesota  can  be  assured  that  if  a  $7.50 
acre  rate  prevails,  everytime  a  State 
somewhere  gets  $10  an  acre,  some  other 
State  will  get  $5  an  acre,  in  order  to 
maintain  the  $7.50  rate.  Therefore,  it 
will  pull  down  the  returns  of  the  farmers 
in  Minnesota  substantially. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  My  concern  is  that 
we  must  make  the  rental  price  adequate 
enough  to  induce  farmers  to  enter  the 
program. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  And  to  deal  equitably 
with  the  farmers  who  cooperate. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  hope  we  can  get 
out  of  the  acreage-reserve  program, 
which  was  a  limited  program,  and  get 
into  the  conservation-research  program, 
because  that  is  the  one  that  offers  the 
long-term  good. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  As  the  Senator  realizes, 
as  a  member  of  the  committee,  that  day 
is  not  too  far  removed.  This  program 
will  run,  I  think,  for  a  contemplated  10 
or  11  years. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  As  I  understand, 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  has  an 
amendment  to  offer  on  that  point. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  shall  be  very 
much  interested  in  it. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  merely  wish  to  state 
that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  ad¬ 
vised  me  last  evening  that  the  $10.11 
figure  is  the  national  average  and  that 
if  the  $7.50  figure  becomes  lavrdt  will 
affect  the  States  which  the  Department 
lists  in  its  letter  to  me.  The  letter  goes 
on  to  list  about  a  dozen  selected  States. 
In  that  list  Minnesota  is  shown  as  $11 


under  the  current  level,  and  $8  under  the 
$7.50  maximum. 

Mi-.  RUSSELL.  I  believe  the  figures 
that  the  Senator  from  Vermont  has  be¬ 
fore  him  are  the  figures  which  were  fur¬ 
nished  to  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions.  They  were  furnished  to  show  the 
situation  in  the  States  represented  on 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations.  Min¬ 
nesota  happens  to  be  one  of  those  States. 
Those  figures  deal  with  the  original 
amendment,  not  with  the  present 
amendment.  The  original  amendment, 
which  was  approved  by  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  placed  a  flat  average  of  $7  an 
acre  within  the  States.  When  we  got 
to  the  full  committee,  that  portion  of  the 
bill  was  rewritten  on  a  national  average 
basis. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  am  merely  submitting, 
the  figures  which  I  received  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  does  not  con¬ 
form  with  the  testimony  given  to  the 
committee,  because  the  figures  we  have 
show  the  average  payment  per  acre  on 
signed  contracts. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY,  Mr.  AIKEN,  and 
Mr.  CURTIS  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church]  has 
been  on  his  feet  for  some  time  to 
ask  some  questions.  I  feel  that  the  fact 
that  he  has  been  asking  recognition  for 
some  time,  and  because  I  have  yielded  to 
6  or  7  other  Senators,  I  should  first  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Idaho. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  his  courtesy.  I  should  like  to  say  at 
the  outset  that  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
and  the  committee  should  be  commended 
for  the  work  they  have  done  on  the  bill. 
I,  for  one,  certainly  concur  in  the  senti¬ 
ment  expressed  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Georgia  with  respect  to  the 
importance  of  the  agricultural  research 
work.  I  want  to  commend  him  and  his 
committee  for  the  recommendations 
they  are  making  generally  in  this  regard. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  have  a  question 
which  concerns  the  soil  and  water  con¬ 
servation  research  program.  It  was  my 
understanding  originally  that  the  budget 
estimates  included  a  total  increase  for 
soil  and  water  conservation  program 
work  in  the  amount  of  $840,000.  When 
this  was  called  to  my  attention  I  was 
naturally  interested  in  knowing  what 
part  of  the  increased  amount  would  be 
spent  in  the  State  of  Idaho.  Upon  in¬ 
quiry,  I  was  informed  on  April  15  of  this 
year  by  Mr.  B.  T.  Shaw,  Administrator 
of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service,  as 
follows : 

There  is  currently  allocated  $40,810  for 
soil-  and  water-conservation  research  in 
Idaho.  This  includes  $33,160  at  Boise  and 
$7,650  at  St.  Anthony.  The  1958  budget 
estimates  include  a  total  of  $88,920  for  this 
research  in  Idaho,  of  which  $46,100  is  for 
program  increases  and  $2,010  is  to  meet  in¬ 
creased  retirement  costs  under  Public  Law 
854  (84th  Cong.). 

Mr.  Shaw  then  sets  forth  where  the 
increased  amount  is  to  be  used. 

This  morning,  after  the  committee  had 
taken  its  action  on  the  bill  and  rendered 
its  report,  I  received  another  communi¬ 
cation  from  Mr.  Shaw,  in  which  he  ad¬ 
vises  me  that  the  total  allocated  under 
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the  Senate  report  for  soil-  and  water- 
conservation  reseach,  as  allocated  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  permits  only 
$411,600  to  be  available  as  an  increase 
for  the  research  program. 

He  states  in  his  letter  that  inasmuch 
as  less  than  half  of  the  original  amount 
called  for  in  the  budget  estimate  has 
been  allowed  by  the  committee,  none  of 
the  increased  programing  that  had  been 
,  contemplated  for  Idaho  is  now  contem¬ 
plated  by  the  Department.  He  con¬ 
cludes  by  saying: 

We  regret  that  it  will  not  be  possible  to  go 
ahead  with  this  important  program  in  Idaho 
under  the  bill  as  reported  by  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Georgia  whether  the  re¬ 
port  I  received  from  Mr.  Shaw  today 
conforms  with  the  committee’s  own 
understanding  as  to  the  allocation  of 
this  money  for  soil-  and  water-conser¬ 
vation  purposes. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Of  course,  I  cannot 
answer  that  question  definitely  in  spe¬ 
cific  terms.  The  committee  allowed  an 
increase  over  the  current  appropriations 
of  approximately  a  half  million  dollars, 
as  I  recall  it,  for  soil-  and  water-conser¬ 
vation,  activities. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  had  asked 
for  $840,000.  The  matter  of  allocating 
increases  is  within  the  purview  or  the 
domain  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
I  was  advised  by  the  very  efficient  staff 
representative  of  the  committee  that 
the  Department  had  told  him  that  some 
$88,920  would  be  available  for  the  State 
of  Idaho  under  this  appropriation.  As  to 
the  accuracy  of  that  statement,  I  cannot 
say,  because  the  Department  has  the 
authority  to  allocate  and  divert  the 
funds.  But  there  is  no  reason  on  earth 
for  completely  discontinuing  the  work, 
even  if  it  were  dealt  with  on  a  percent¬ 
age  basis  under  the  Senate  appropria¬ 
tion.  The  Department  would  have  to 
allow  about  half  of  the  $46,000,  if  they 
were  to  be  fair  to  the  activities  in 
Idaho. 

The  whole  budget  increase  was  not 
allowed,  it  is  true,  and  the  Secretary  has 
the  authority  to  allocate  the  funds. 
But  if  the  Department  brought  the 
item  here  as  a  budget  request,  they 
must  have  thought  it  was  valuable  to 
them,  so  they  should,  at  least,  carry  on 
a  part  of  the  activities  with  the  sub¬ 
stantial  increase  of  almost  $500,000 
which  was  allowed  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  That  would  be  my 
view.  I  certainly  hope  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  in  using  the  money  which 
is  made  available,  will  conform  with  the 
expression  of  views  by  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  certainly  hope  the 
Department  will  make  some  effort  to 
deal  with  the  problem  which  the  Senator 
has  in  mind,  because  the  committee  has 
allowed  about  half  the  request. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Georgia. 

Mr.  President,  in  line  with  the  impres¬ 
sions  expressed  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Georgia,  and  in  order  that 
the  research  programs  to  which  I  have 


made  reference  might  be  more  fully 
identified,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record 
the  correspondence  to  which  I  have 
made  reference. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  cor¬ 
respondence  was  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture, 

Agricultural  Research  Service, 
Washington,  D.  C.t  April  15,  1957. 
Hon.  Frank  Church, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Church:  Thank  you  for 
your  letter  of  April  3,  1957,  concerning  cor¬ 
respondence  on  soil  and  water  conservation 
research  in  Idaho,  from  Mr.  Don  G.  Fred- 
ericksen,  President  of  the  Idaho  Association 
of  Soil  Conservation  Districts.  In  accord¬ 
ance  with  your  request,  a  copy  of  our  reply 
to  Mr.  Fredericksen  is  enclosed. 

We  appreciate  your  interest  in  this  phase 
of  our  research  program. 

Sincerely, 

B.  T.  Shaw,  Administrator. 

United  States 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Agricultural  Research  Service, 
Washington  D.  C.,  April  15,  1957. 
Mr.  Don  G.  Frederickson, 

President,  Idaho  Association  of  Soil 
Conservation  Districts,  Gooding, 
Idaho. 

Dear  Mr.  Frederickson:  Thank  you  for 
your  letter  of  March  28,  1957,  concerning  soil 
and  water  conservation  research  in  Idaho 
and  proposed  increases  for  this  research  in 
fiscal  year  1958. 

There  is  currently  allocated  $40,810  for  soil 
and  water  conservation  research  in  Idaho. 
This  includes  $33,160  at  Boise  and  $7,650  at 
St.  Anthony.  The  1958  budget  estimates 
include  a  total  of  $88,920  for  this  research  in 
Idaho,  of  which  $46,100  is  for  program  in¬ 
creases  and  $2,010  is  to  meet  increased  re¬ 
tirement  costs  under  Public  Law  854  (84th 
Cong.). 

The  program  increases  are  as  follows: 
+  $25,400,  to  expand  existing  research  at 
Boise  on  the  development  of  improved  drain¬ 
age  practices,  irrigation  methods,  water  ap¬ 
plication  systems,  and  general  soil  and  water 
management  for  more  efficient  use  in  crop 
production.  This  is  a  part  of  a  total  in¬ 
crease  of  $424,000  to  increase  efficiency  in 
water  management  in  relation  to  irrigation; 
+$20,700,  to  initiate  research  at  Moscow, 
Idaho,  to  establish  data  on  streamflow  char¬ 
acteristics  and  rainfall  relationships  of  rep¬ 
resentative  agricultural  watersheds  for  de¬ 
sign  of  measures  and  structures  for  soil  and 
water  conservation.  This  is  a  part  of  a 
total  increase  of  $208,000  for  expanding  re¬ 
search  in  watershed  hydrology. 

We  hope  this  provides  the  information  you 
desired.  A  copy  of  this  letter  is  being  sent 
to  Congresswoman  Gracie  Pfost  and  to  Sena¬ 
tor  Frank  Church,  in  accordance  with  their 
wishes. 

Sincerely, 

B.  T.  Shaw,  Administrator. 

United  States 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Agriculture  Research  Service, 

Washington,  D.  C., 

June  11,  1957. 

Hon.  Frank  Chur'ch, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Church:  In  response  to  a 
telephone  request  this  morning  from  Mrs. 
Barnes  of  your  office,  there  is  shown  below  a 
breakdown  of  the  funds  provided  for  soil  and 
water  conservation  research  in  the  Senate 
Report  on  the  Agricultural  and  Farm  Credit 
Administration  Appropriation  bill,  1958,  as 
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interpreted  to  the  Department  by  the  staff  of 
the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee: 


Base,  fiscal  year  1957 _ $5,  391, 110 

Increases  for  facilities: 

U.  S.  Salinity  Laboratory — 

Riverside,  Calif _ *+120,000 

Soils  laboratory,  reclamation 

State - L _  +450,  000 

Soils  laboratory,.  Midwest _  +450,  000 

Soils  laboratory,  Mississippi _ +450,000 

Soils  laboratory,  Southern 
Piedmont  Soil  Conservation 

Experiment  Station _  +275,  000 

Increase  to  meet  retirement  costs  +252,  290 


Subtotal _  7,  388,  400 

Senate  report  authorized  a  total 

of . . .  7,800,000 


Increase  provided  for  pro¬ 
gram  research _  +411,  600 


1  Includes  $20,000  for  alterations. 

The  budget  estimates  included  a  total  in¬ 
crease  for  program  work  in  the  amount  of 
$840,000.  Inasmuch  as  less  than  half  of  this 
amount  would  be  available  under  the  Senate 
report,  it  has  been  necessary  for  our  research 
people  to  select  the  problems  which  are  most 
important  from  the  nationwide  point  of  view. 
Under  this  requirement,  the  increase  origi¬ 
nally  allocated  to  Idaho  in  the  amount  of 
$46,100,  as  mentioned  in  my  letter  of  April 
15,  1957,  to  Mr.  Don  G.  Frederickson,  Presi¬ 
dent,  Idaho  Association  of  Soil  Conservation 
Districts,  would  not  be  included  in  the 
amount  made  available  by  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  action. 

We  regret  that  it  will  not  be  possible  to  go 
ahead  with  this  important  program  in  Idaho 
under  the  bill  as  reported  by  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee. 

Sincerely, 

B.  T.  Shaw,  Administrator. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Georgia.  I  wish 
also  to  express  my  appreciation  for  his 
dedication  to  the  cause  of  agriculture, 
not  only  in  the  handling  of  this  bill,  but 
throughout  the  years. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  particularly  wish  to 
mention  his  interest  and  assistance  in 
getting  underway  a  program  of  indus¬ 
trial  uses  of  surplus  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts.  Likewise,  I  would  commend  the 
soundness  of  the  words  expressed  by  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart], 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Mundt],  and  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dirksen].  Theirs  is  a  viewpoint 
which  is  not  only  sound ;  it  is  one  which 
has  vision  and  which  provides  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  a  sounder  solution  of  agricul¬ 
tural  programs. 

I  believe  there  are  great  opportunities 
for  the  development  of  new  markets  for 
the  farmers  by  increased  industrial  uses. 
I  do  not  think  that  objective  can  be  at¬ 
tained,  however,  by  merely  increasing  the 
dollar  amount  of  the  appropriation  for 
that  purpose.  Congress  should  under¬ 
take  to  write  a  legislative  policy.  That 
policy  should  create  an  authority — I  be¬ 
lieve  it  should  be  a  board  with  a  direc¬ 
tor — charged  specifically  with  this  objec¬ 
tive.  The  board  should  be  given  power 
not  only  to  utilize  the  research  facilities 
of  the  Government,  but  also  to  contract 
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with  private  parties,  with  land  grant  col¬ 
leges  and  other  colleges,  yes,  even  with 
foreign  agencies,  because  industrial 
products  may  well  be  developed  which 
will  have  great  possibilities  for  export. 

Such  a  policy  should  also  incorporate 
a  plan  for  incentive  payments  to  farm¬ 
ers,  so  as  to  encourage  them  to  grow  new 
crops.  It  should  provide  incentive  pay¬ 
ments  to  business  to  undertake  to  use 
the  crops  for  industrial  purposes.  This 
good  earth  of  ours  can  produce  several 
thousand  different  types  of  plants.  Our 
agriculture  industry  has  confined  its  pro¬ 
duction  to  perhaps  150  kinds  of  plants 
down  through  the  years.  Agriculture 
has  been  researched  out  of  its  own  mar¬ 
kets.  The  soles  of  perhaps  three  pairs’ 
of  shoes  out  of  four  are  made  of  products 
other  than  leather.  Synthetics  have 
taken  markets  away  from  the  producers 
of  cotton,  wool,  and  flax. 

More  research  is  needed,  but  it  needs 
to  be  coupled  with  a  program  of  action. 
One  of  the  important  steps  in  such  a 
program  is  that  of  trial  commercializa¬ 
tion,  so  that  the  ideas  developed  in  the 
laboratories  will  not  remain  on  the 
shelves,  but  will  be  set  in  motion. 

We  might  learn  a  lesson  from  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  synthetic  rubber  in  World 
War  II.  The  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  floundered  around  until  a  policy 
was  determined  to  fix  in  one  place  the 
responsibility  to  produce  synthetic  rub¬ 
ber.  It  was  produced  from  agricultural 
products,  under  the  leadership  of  a  dis¬ 
tinguished  citizen  from  my  State,  Mr. 
William  Jeffers.  The  agricultural  prob¬ 
lem  needs  to  be  approached  in  that 
way  again. 

The  Commission  appointed  by  the 
President  has  done  outstanding  work. 
Very  shortly  I  shall  submit  to  the  Senate 
a  legislative  proposal  based  upon  the 
Commission’s  recommendations.  In  do¬ 
ing  so,  I  shall  communicate  with  each 
Senator  and  send  him  a  copy  of  the  bill, 
in  the  hope  that  all  or  many  Senators 
will  join  in  cosponsoring  its  introduction. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Georgia. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  commend  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska  for  the  work  he  has 
done  as  the  author  of  the  bill  to  provide 
for  a  commission  on  the  utilization  of 
farm  products.  I  think  the  commission’s 
report  will  prove  to  be  a  very  useful  one 
and  a  milestone  in  finding  additional 
uses  for  agricultural  products.  I  com¬ 
mend  the  Senator  highly  for  his  work  in 
this  matter. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  wish  to  add  a  word 
to  what  has  been  said  with  regard  to  the 
agricultural  research  program,  in  which 
utilization  and  unit  cost  feature  have 
been  emphasized.  I  point  out  that  it  is 
still  true  that  the  production  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  needs  to  have  con¬ 
tinuing  research  programs,  not  espe¬ 
cially  at  the  present  time  for  increasing 
yields,  perhaps,  but,  as  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee  pointed  out  a  few  min¬ 
utes  ago,  for  improving  the  quality  of 
the  products  grown.  As  he  stated,  per¬ 


haps  90  percent  of  the  wheat  grown  in 
States  like  North  Dakota  is  grown  from 
a  species  of  seed  which  has  been  devel¬ 
oped  within  the  past  4  years  through 
production  reseai'ch,  although  it  was 
chiefly  produced  in  order  to  obtain  rust 
and  disease  resistance.  These  programs 
should  be  continued  in  order  to  improve 
production  which  will  always  have  an 
important  place  in  agriculture. 

I  regret  that  even  though  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  offered  an 
amendment  and  led  the  fight  in  the  sub¬ 
committee  for  an  increase  in  funds,  the 
amount  for  agricultural  research  for 
State  experiment  stations  in  sustaining 
a  10-percent  decrease  under  the  budget 
estimate.  Perhaps  that  is  the  largest 
decrease  of  any  program  of  its  kind 
which  we  have  passed  on  to  date. 

This  year  Congress  will  be  called  upon 
to  appropriate  more  than  $4  billion  for 
military  research.  The  fact  that  that 
amount  is  appropriated  for  military  re¬ 
search  and  development  does  not  justify 
any  particular  figure  for  agricultural  re¬ 
search,  but  it  certainly  proves  that  the 
Nation  is  able  to  provide  the  money. 

One  thing  that  can  be  said  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  decrease  is  that  for  2  con¬ 
secutive  years  there  had  been  an  appre¬ 
ciable  increase  in  funds  for  agricultural 
research,  and  that  an  enlarged  program 
has  been  put  into  effect.  It  is  now  a 
going  concern.  I  hope  the  decrease  now 
will  not  mean — and  I  do  not  feel  it  will 
mean — an  abandonment  of  the  program 
or  that  it  will  be  curtailed  in  future 
years.  I  think  the  record  ought  to  be 
made  clear  on  that  point  now. 

The  same  is  true  of  the  extension 
service,  which  is  sustaining  an  appre¬ 
ciable  decrease  under  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate,  although  the  amount  is  being  in¬ 
creased  in  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill 
over  the  House  version. 

I  hope  that  decrease  does  not  indicate 
that  we  are  to  abandon  the  expanded 
program  in  any  way.  We  have  increased 
the  Extension  Service  funds  in  recent 
years.  It  must  be  continued  on  a  broad¬ 
er  and  broader  scale  each  year;  and  I 
certainly  hope  the  expansion  of  thq  pro¬ 
gram  will  be  continued,  as  it  is  more  jus¬ 
tified. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  say  that  I  have  never  known  a  more 
ardent  supporter  of  the  State  research 
experiment  stations  and  the  Extension 
Service  than  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Mississippi.  Regardless  of  what¬ 
ever  action  the  committee  may  take  in 
the  future  in  respect  to  these  appropria¬ 
tions,  I  can  assure  the  Senate  that  votes 
will  be  taken  on  motions  which  will  be 
made  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Mississipi,  and  which  I  am  quite  con¬ 
fident  I  shall  be  able  to  support,  to  see 
to  it  that  this  very  important  work  is 
properly  maintained. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Georgia.  I  merely  wanted  the  Rec¬ 
ord  to  show  that  there  is  strong  senti¬ 
ment  for  a  continuation  of  the  enlarged 
programs  for  both  the  Extension  Service 
and  for  Agricultural  Research. 

ACERAGE  RESERVE  PHASE  OF  THE  SOU,  BANK 

Mr.  President,  the  acreage  reserve 
phase  of  the  soil-bank  program  is  not 
the  correct  approach  to  our  basic  agri¬ 


cultural  problem.  The  farm  program  as 
a  whole  will  rue  the  day  it  was  forced 
into  a  system  of  awarding  Federal  pay¬ 
ments  for  failing  to  plant  or  cultivate 
land.  A  full  reappraisal  of  this  pro¬ 
gram,  and  particularly  its  effect  on  farm 
income  and  its  impacts  on  the  local 
economy,  is  urgently  needed.  While  the 
short-run  money  gains  of  this  program 
are  tempting,  I  believe  that  the  farmers 
who  continue  to  cultivate  and  improve 
their  land  will  not  only  be  better  off  in 
the  long  run,  but  will  help  out  other 
segments  of  the  local  economy  who  are 
dependent  on  the  land.  These  segments 
include  tenants,  renters,  merchants, 
bankers,  ginners,  and  other  processors 
at  the  county  and  community  level. 
While  I  will  vote  for  funds  to  operate 
this  program  for  another  year  at  a  re¬ 
duced  level,  I  shall  do  so  only  because 
no  other  program  is  now  available  as  a 
substitute.  I  strongly  believe  that  the 
acreage  reserve  should  be  systematically 
abolished. 

The  commitments  of  large  acreages  of 
land  placed  in  the  acreage-reserve  pro¬ 
gram  will  encourage  inefficiency,  dis¬ 
rupt  the  balance  of  our  local  economy, 
and  will  in  the  end  bring  strong  criti¬ 
cism  of  the  agricultural  program.  A 
large  part  of  the  total  budget  request  for 
the  entire  Department  of  Agriculture  for 
fiscal  year  1958  is  for  the  acreage  re¬ 
serve;  and  even  with  this  great  expend¬ 
iture  to  encourage  idle  acres,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  has  predicted  that 
the  acreage  allotment  for  cotton  in  1959 
will  be  3.5  million  acres  less  than  we 
have  in  the  current  year.  This  level  of 
acreage  would  be  far  too  low  for  eco¬ 
nomic  survival  of  the  cotton  farmer  and 
the  cotton  industry.  This  is  clear  ad¬ 
mission  on  the  part  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  that  the  acreage-reserve 
program  will  not  work  and  that  it  does 
not  provide  a  sound  approach  to  our 
basic  problem. 

The  most  serious  threat  of  a  program 
of  this  nature  is  that  it  encourages  idle 
acres,  without  adequate  safeguards  for 
sound  conservation  measures,  and  in  the 
final  analysis  it  will  tempt  farmers  to 
sell  their  homesteads.  Land  values  are 
increasing,  and  will  continue  to  become 
more  valuable  as  population  increases. 
Many  rural  communities  at  the  present 
are  experiencing  widespread  shifts  in 
land  ownership.  Farms  are  getting 
fewer  and  larger;  and  as  this  pattern 
develops,  local  stores,  banks,  and  mer¬ 
chants  will  feel  the  full  impact  of  fewer 
customers.  Special  attention  must  be 
given  to  reappraising  our  present  pro¬ 
gram  with  the  objective  of  encouraging 
full  utilization  of  all  land  from  the 
standpoint  of  restoring  fertility  and  in¬ 
creasing  income.  The  acreage  reserve 
program  could  make  a  much  greater 
contribution  to  agriculture  by  using  at 
least  a  part  of  the  funds  for  meeting 
competition  and  stimulating  expanded 
markets  for  agricultural  products,  and 
thereby  increasing  acres. 

I  shall  vote  for  the  appropriations  for 
this  program  for  1958  with  the  full  hope 
and  belief  that  a  substitute  program  will 
have  to  replace  the  acreage  reserve 
after  1958. 
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The  conservation  reserve  part  of  the 
soil  bank  is  a  more  constructive  meas¬ 
ure,  since  it  is  an  investment  in  terms 
of  the  future,  and  will  give  long-range 
benefits  to  each  individual  participating. 
This  phase  of  the  program,  however, 
needs  to  reach  more  of  our  small  and 
family-size  farmers.  It  is  these  small 
landowners  who  have  the  most  difficult 
problem  of  idle  acres  and  erosion. 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  yield  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Eastland  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Georgia  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  WILEY.  I  wish  to  join  the  other 
Members  of  the  Senate  who  have  com¬ 
plimented  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Georgia.  I  always  listen  with 
profit  and  with  great  interest  to  what  he 
has  to  say,  because  he  has  a  logical 
mind,  and  he  always  records  the  facts. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  flatters  me 
beyond  my  deserts;  but  I  appreciate  it, 
nevertheless. 

Mr.  WILEY.  No,  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  flatter  the  Senator  from  Georgia; 
what  I  have  said  is  the  general  con¬ 
sensus  of  all  the  other  Members  of  the 
Senate.  I  am  not  in  the  habit  of  speak¬ 
ing  carelessly  or,  as  the  saying  is,  “throw¬ 
ing  bouquets.”  Instead,  I  am  in  the 
habit  of  stating  facts. 

Let  me  say,  first,  that  I  was  interested 
in  the  discussion  regarding  research.  I 
am  satisfied  that  the  answer  lies  in  that 
direction.  In  Wisconsin,  18  billion 
pounds  of  milk  are  produced.  In  the 
Southland,  oleomargarine  has  taken  up 
to  50  percent  or  more  of  the  spread 
market. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  may  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wisconsin  that  the  Southland 
is  not  responsible  for  all  of  that,  because 
the  soybean  production  in  Illinois  has 
also  contributed  largely  to  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  oleomargarine. 

Mr.  WILEY.  I  agree.  I  was  referring 
to  oleomargarine  only  as  an  example. 
The  increased  use  of  oleomargarine  has 
curtailed  the  market  for  butter  and, 
consequently,  the  market  for  milk. 

The  Senator  from  Georgia  remembers 
that  last  year  I  introduced  a  bill — and 
I  expect  to  introduce  a  similar  bill  this 
year — providing  for  the  establishment 
in  Madison,  Wis.,  which,  after  all, 
is  the  milk  center  of  America,  of  a  re¬ 
search  laboratory.  When  I  consider  the 
miracles  which  have  been  accomplished 
regarding  the  utilization  of  corn,  I  real¬ 
ize  that  we  have  only  touched  the  sur¬ 
face  in  the  case  of  what  can  be  done 
with  the  constituents  of  milk.  For  in¬ 
stance,  I  have  a  friend  who  makes  what 
I  regard  as  the  most  delicious  candy 
made  in  the  United  States;  and  in  mak¬ 
ing  the  candy,  he  uses,  for  40  percent  of 
the  candy,  processed  cheese.  It  makes 
excellent  candy,  as  I  can  testify,  for  I 
have  eaten  samples  of  it.  That  is  only 
an  indication  of  what  can  be  done  in 
utilizing  the  constituents  of  milk  and 
their  products. 

The  cow  has  been  called  the  mother 
of  the  race;  and  I  believe  it  obvious  that 


from  milk  it  is  possible  to  obtain  ex¬ 
tremely  important  products  which  can 
be  utilized  in  many  ways.  As  a  result, 
I  believe  it  will  be  found  that  the  farm 
income  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin  can  be 
greatly  increased;  and  in  that  case  there 
would  be  no  need  for  the  Government  to 
provide  any  form  of  direct  or  indirect 
subsidy. 

I  may  say  that  many  groups  are  ex¬ 
perimenting  in  respect  to  the  utilization 
of  milk.  Other  industrial  groups  are 
experimenting  with  wheat,  specifically. 

Certainly  a  laboratory  which  would 
concentrate  upon  research  on  milk, 
should  be  established.  If  it  is  estab¬ 
lished,  I  believe  the  answer  to  the  prob¬ 
lem  will  be  found. 

In  connection  with  the  vast  produc¬ 
tion  of  milk,  which  is  increasing  all  over 
America,  I  think  various  matters  must  be 
considered.  First,  we  must  consider  how 
to  increase  consumption. 

The  other  day  I  read  a  newspaper  ac¬ 
count  which  stated  that  in  the  metro¬ 
politan  area  of  Washington,  D.  C.,  50,000 
persons  will  receive  food  assistance. 
Think  of  that,  Mr.  President.  However, 
the  milk  produced  in  Wisconsin  cannot 
be  shipped  into  Washington,  D.  C.;  cer¬ 
tain  barriers  prevent  that.  Therefore, 
increased  consumption  must  be  provided 
for,  in  the  first  place;  and,  in  the  second 
place,  better  distribution  must  be  ar¬ 
ranged;  and,  in  the  third  place,  utiliza¬ 
tion  programs  of  the  type  we  have  been 
discussing  must  be  provided. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  addressed  himself  to  a  problem 
which  is  quite  general,  although  it  is 
particularly  localized  in  Wisconsin.  In 
the  western  part  of  Wisconsin,  border¬ 
ing  the  Mississippi  River,  there  are  hills; 
and  on  the  farms  in  that  area,  great 
gullies  are  virtually  stealing  the  top  soil. 

Previous  appropriation  bills  have  in¬ 
cluded  a  limitation  of  $1,500  on  the 
amount  which  could  be  used  for  gully 
control.  That  program  worked  well 
when  a  dollar  was  worth  a  dollar.  How¬ 
ever,  today  a  dollar  is  worth  only  fifty 
cents.  Last  year  approximately  89  gully- 
control  projects  of  that  type  in  Wiscon¬ 
sin  could  not  be  commenced  because  of 
the  $1,500  limitation.  In  1955,  Wiscon¬ 
sin  returned  to  the  fund  $1,758,000;  and 
in  1956,  Wisconsin  returned  to  the  fund 
$750,000. 

Recognizing  the  seriousness  of  the 
soil-erosion  situation,  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  has  voted — as  stated  by  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota — a  maximum 
limitation  of  $2,500.  That  will  not  cost 
the  Government  anything;  but  it  will 
make  possible  the  development  of  the  89 
projects  which  are  for  the  purpose  of 
preventing  the  erosion  of  the  top  soil 
in  the  western  part  of  Wisconsin  into 
the  Mississippi  River  and  its  tributaries. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  hope  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  will  give  most 
earnest  consideration  to  the  provision 
voted  by  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  a  statement  on  this  subject  made 
by  Representative  Johnson.  In  his 
statement  he  quoted  certain  Wisconsin 
officials.  The  statement  appears  on 
pages  6166  and  6167  of  the  Congressional 
Record  of  May  15.  Representative 


Johnson  described  very  fully  the  situa¬ 
tion,  and  quoted  from  conservation  of¬ 
ficials  in  Wisconsin. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Mr.  Johnson.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  op¬ 
position  to  the  amendment  striking  out  the 
figure  $2,500,  lowering  the  present  limitation 
In  the  bill  before  us. 

I  am  principally  interested  in  seeing  the 
limitation  left  as  it  is  in  the  bill  so  that  more 
work  can  be  done  on  gully  control  structures 
in  States  with  a  topography  like  we  have  in 
western  Wisconsin.  The  present  limitation 
was  established  at  a  time  when  construction 
costs  were  considerably  less  than  they  are 
today.  People  active  in  this  work  in  Wis¬ 
consin  tell  me  that  the  limitation  is  block¬ 
ing  gully  control  work  because  of  increased 
costs.  An  incomplete  survey  in  Wisconsin 
shows  that  89  projects  for  gully  control  were 
not  started  last  year  because,  under  the  pres¬ 
ent  limitation  in  the  law,  the  Government 
could  not  enter  into  the  construction  be¬ 
yond  the  $1,500  figure. 

Many  of  the  farms  and  hilly  areas  of  west¬ 
ern  Wisconsin  and  other  States  with  similar 
topography  are  unable  to  progress  any  fur¬ 
ther  with  soil  conservation  work  unless  the 
amount  allowed  for  gully-dam  construction 
is  increased.  The  old  $1,500  limitation  ac¬ 
counts  for  the  fact  that  many  States  are 
not  using  the  total  ACP  appropriation.  Wis¬ 
consin  returned  $1,758,000  in  1955,  and  the 
preliminary  figure  for  the  year  1956  shows 
that  the  State  returned  $750,000. 

In  speaking  to  people  engaged  in  soil- 
conservation  work,  I  was  told  that  for  a 
number  of  years  it  has  been  impossible  for 
the  State  to  proceed  with  major  gully- 
control  work  because  of  this  provision  in  the 
law.  They  told  me  that  if  this  exception 
were  not  included  in  the  law,  they  would  be 
able  to  go  into  the  various  watersheds,  do 
part  of  the  gully-control  work  on  individ¬ 
ual  farms  and,  when  the  total  project  came 
up  for  planning,  the  cost-benefit  ratio  would 
come  out  favorably  and  the  project  would 
be  eligible  for  Federal  assistance. 

I  believe  every  member  of  this  committee 
is  aware  that,  if  this  condition  is  permitted 
to  exist,  areas  where  the  gullies  have  made 
such  headway  will  be  without  value  for 
future  farming  operations  and  we  will  have 
a  country  similar  to  China,  where  soil  ero¬ 
sion  was  permitted  to  run  rampant  for  cen¬ 
turies.  The  gullies  I  refer  to  in  my  district 
have  made  such  headway  that,  even  if  the 
farmers  follow  the  conservation  practices 
set  up  for  them,  they  are  unable  to  retard 
these  large  gullies  from  making  further  ad¬ 
vances  through  the  valleys  without  doing 
special  gully-control  work. 

Let  me  quote  from  letters  I  have  received 
from  Wisconsin  soil-conservation  leaders 
concerning  the  price  limitation.  The  first 
statement  is  from  Mr.  Henry  E.  Graff, 
chairman  of  the  Eau  Claire  County  board, 
and  Mr.  Arthur  Donaldson,  chairman  of  the 
Eau  Claire  County  agricultural  committee: 

“The  $1,500  limitation  per  farm  in  the  AC 
program  has  deferred  the  installation  of 
large  control  structures.  Construction  costs 
have  gone  up  to  a  point  where  the  $1,500 
limitation  does  not  provide  for  equitable 
cost  sharing  on  large  structures.  It  is  our 
understanding  that  sizable  unexpended  bal¬ 
ances  from  the  AC  program  have  been  re¬ 
turned.  We  believe  it  would  be  far  better 
to  encourage  the  structure  program  by  rais¬ 
ing  the  present  limitation  and  using  at  least 
a  portion  of  the  unexpended  balance  for 
permanent  structures.” 

I  should  also  like  to  quote  from  the  letter 
of  a  man  engaged  in  soil-conservation  work 
in  western  Wisconsin: 
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•‘You  are  familiar  with  the  rugged  terrain 
of  this  area.  Many  of  our  farms  have  large 
gullies  on  them.  In  order  to  prevent  them 
from  spreading,  It  is  necessary  to  construct 
earthen  and  mechanical  structures  at  their 
heads.  This  sometimes  rilns  as  higs  as  $6,000 
for  a  single  gully.  The  average  cost  is  prob¬ 
ably  close  to  $3,000.  Most  of  the  farmers  in 
this  6  or  7  county  area  cannot  financially 
afford  to  spend  this  much  on  these  gullies. 
The  agricultural-conservation  program  of  the 
Agricultural  Conservation  and  Stabilization 
Service  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
helps  share  the  cost  of  these  practices.  The 
law  states  that  the  Government  will  pay  75 
percent  of  the  cost  of  these  structures.  How¬ 
ever,  another  section  of  the  same  law  states 
that  no  farm  may  earn  over  $1,500  in  any  1 
year.  In  the  case  of  gully  control  structures 
costing  $3,000,  the  percentage  immediately 
falls  from  75  percent  to  50  percent  because 
of  the  $1,500  limitation.  I  understand  that 
a  change  in  the  law  requires  an  act  of  Con¬ 
gress.  I  feel  that  the  $1,500  limitation  should 
be  removed  in  case  of  structures  and  the  75- 
percent  limitation  alone  apply.” 

The  Dunn  County  Soil  Conservation  Dis¬ 
trict  annual  report  for  1956  also  recommends 
a  change  in  the  law,  and  I  shall  quote  in 
part  from  it: 

“We  would  like  to  make  one  recommenda¬ 
tion  for  a  change  in  the  above-mentioned 
A  CP.  We  have  an  estimated  150  large  gul¬ 
lies  in  need  of  gully  control  structures. 
Many  of  these  will  cost  the  farmers  from 
$3,500  to  $5,500  to  install.  Under  the  present 
ACP  the  Government  will  reimburse  the 
farmer  75  percent  of  the  cost  of  gully-control 
works.  This  is  fine,  but  Congress  has  im¬ 
posed  a  maximum  payment  per  farm  of 
$1,500.  Under  this  regulation  the  farmer 
is  not  able  to  recover  anywhere  near  75  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cost.  For  the  benefit  of  the 
gully-control  program,  we  would  like  to 
see  the  $1,500  ceiling  raised  to  $3,500  per 
farm  for  gully-control  work  only.  Most  of 
our  farmers  find  themselves  in  a  financial 
stress  and  are  unable  to  spend  necessary 
money  to  halt  large  gullies  which  are  eating 
into  valuable  cropland  and  in  some  cases 
building  sites.  In  most  cases,  these  gullies 
are  a  threat  to  neighboring  farms  as  well  as 
to  public  highways.” 

In  reply  to  an  inquiry  I  made  of  a  county 
agent  to  Wisconsin,  I  received  the  follow¬ 
ing  statement: 

“There  is  one  item  on  which  we  might  get 
more  done,  if  the  ASC  aid  was  a  little  more 
realistic.  The  present  incentive  payments 
on  erosion  control  structures  put  in  by  a 
farmer  are  75  percent  of  the  cost,  with  an 
upper  limit  of  $1,500.  In  this  area,  the  aver¬ 
age  cost  of  structures  has  been  about  $3,000, 
and  a  top  of  around  $6,000,  which  means 
that  the  average  man  only  gets  about  50 
percent  of  the  cost  back,  and  in  the  larger 
ones,  they  would  get  as  little  as  75  percent.” 

This  situation  is  not  confined  exclusively 
to  my  district.  I  am  told  the  same  prob¬ 
lems  exist  in  Kentucky,  eastern  Iowa,  parts 
of  Missouri  and  Nebraska,  and  perhaps  in 
many  other  States  of  which  I  am  not  aware. 
I  believe  the  purpose  of  the  restriction  is  to 
prevent  a  few  large  farms  from  receiving 
large  grants  under  the  ACP,  and  I  am  in 
favor  of  this  purpose.  However,  I  would  like 
to  see  the  language  changed  so  that  the 
limitation  of  $1,500  for  individual  farmers 
for  doing  gully-control  work  is  raised  to  a 
figure  compatible  with  current  construction 
costs,  or  excepted  entirely. 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  if  my 
colleagues  will  examine  the  statement 
I  have  just  placed  in  the  Record,  they 
will  realize  that  this  situation  must  be 
met  head-on,  and  that  it  will  be  possible 
to  do  so  without  costing  more  money. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  can 
assure  the  distinguished  Senator  from 


Wisconsin  that,  if  in  the  conference  any 
sound  reason  for  increasing  the  amount 
for  this  item  is  advanced,  I  shall  ap¬ 
proach  it  with  an  open  mind.  I  am  not 
adamant  about  the  matter.  The  amount 
had  been  $1,500  for  many  years,  and  no 
evidence  whatever  as  to  why  an  increase 
should  be  made  was  presented  by  the 
representatives  of  the  Department  or  by 
any  other  witness.  In  view  of  that  fact, 
the  committee  decided  to  use  the  old 
figure,  not  having  knowledge  of  the 
reasons  which  prompted  the  House  to 
vote  for  an  increase. 

Coming  from  Georgia,  I  certainly  be¬ 
lieve  in  preserving  the  assets  of  the 
Nation.  If  our  civilization  is  to  endure 
as  long  as  the  Roman  Empire  endured, 
we  must  pay  more  attention  than  we 
have  heretofore  paid  to  the  conservation 
of  our  soil.  Every  year,  a  smaller  num¬ 
ber  of  acres  is  required  to  support  a  per¬ 
son  in  the  United  States.  I  believe  that 
at  the  present  time  3.4  tillable  acres  are 
required  for  each  person  in  the  United 
States.  With  the  population  of  our 
country  increasing  at  the  rate  of  ap¬ 
proximately  7,000  a  day,  it  is  obvious  that 
it  is  essential  that  all  our  fertile  land 
must  be  conserved  and  protected. 

Mr.  WILEY.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Georgia.  It  was  for  the  reason  I 
have  stated  that  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  voted  the  allowance  of  $2,500. 
As  I  have  said,  many  of  the  projects  can¬ 
not  be  completed  under  the  smaller 
allowance;  and  in  the  last  2  years  large 
amounts  of  money  have  been  returned  to 
the  Treasury,  as  a  result  of  the  smaller 
allowance. 

Knowing  the  situation  as  I  do,  I  wish 
to  state  that  an  increase  in  this  item 
would  represent  the  type  of  statesman¬ 
ship  the  Senator  from  Georgia  always 
manifests. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  yield  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Church  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Georgia  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  wish  to  con¬ 
gratulate  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  on  the  splendid  job  he  has  done 
on  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  items 
and  those  relating  to  watershed  protec¬ 
tion  in  the  case  of  the  upstream  dams. 

1  appreciate  very  much  the  increase  the 
committee  has  recommended,  even 
though  it  is  not  quite  so  large  as  the  one 
we  wished  for.  Nevertheless,  we  realize 
that  the  budgetary  pressures  are  very 
great. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  may  say  that  those 

2  or  3  items  are  about  the  only  ones  in 
the  bill  which  received  the  full  amount 
of  the  budget  estimates. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  realize  that,  and 
we  appreciate  very  much  the  fact  that 
they  were  not  cut. 

In  my  State  and  elsewhere  in  the 
Southwest  we  have  just  experienced  the 
most  devastating  floods  in  our  history. 
As  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  knows,  our  rivers  have 
washed  hundreds  of  thousands  of  tons  of 
sand  and  silt  onto  the  fertile  bottom 


lands  through  which  the  rivers  flow. 
From  one  end  of  the  State  to  the  other, 
there  has  been  great  flood  damage.  In 
the  case  of  Oklahoma  alone,  more  than 
$50  million  of  damage  has  been  done. 
The  farmers  are  desperate;  they  wonder 
whether  there  will  be  any  way  for  them 
to  rehabilitate  their  land  and  to  get  rid 
of  the  sand  which  covers  the  land  and 
to  remove  the  large  trees  and  logs  and 
debris  which  litter  the  fields. 

I  wish  to  ask  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Georgia  whether  in  agricul¬ 
tural  legislation  there  is  authority  which 
will  permit  appropriations  to  be  made 
later  on,  to  help  these  farmers  defray  a 
part  of  the  cost  of  putting  their  lands 
back  into  shape. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  think  there  is  no 
question  that  there  is  authority  for  that 
activity,  because  such  assistance  has  very 
properly  been  given  in  times  past,  when 
disaster  as  a  result  of  flood  has  stricken 
various  areas.  I  hold  in  my  hand  the 
overall  law.  It  pertains  to  disaster  re¬ 
lief.  It  is  certainly  sufficiently  broad 
to  cover  almost  any  conceivable  restora¬ 
tion  of  land  damaged  because  of  flood. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Does  the  Senator 
refer  to  Public  Law  875? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  That  law  deals, 
however,  primarily  with  public  agencies 
and  not  with  private  ones. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  As  I  understand,  that 
is  the  authority  which  is  utilized  for  the 
transfer  of  funds  which  have  been  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  President’s  disaster  relief 
fund  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
to  carry  on  the  specific  work  which  the 
Senator  has  in  mind. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Under  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  rules  relating  to  soil 
conservation  and  ACP,  the  funds  can  be 
used  to  rehabilitate  the  land  and  to  re¬ 
store  its  productive  capacity.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct. 
That  is  my  understanding. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  But  the  floods  oc¬ 
curred  too  late  to  enable  the  situation  to 
be  taken  care  of  in  the  present  or  current 
appropriation  bill.  There  are  no  esti¬ 
mates  from  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  are  there? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  There  is  no  specific 
request  in  connection  with  the  floods 
which  have  been  mentioned.  Not  being 
able  to  get  a  budget  estimate,  naturally 
the  committee  did  not  go  into  the  field 
to  examine  the  situation.  Unquestion¬ 
ably,  it  is  a  matter  which  should  be  dealt 
with.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  there 
will  be  at  least  one,  if  not  two  or  three, 
supplemental  appropriation  bills.  If 
there  is  not  sufficient  authorization  at  the 
present  time,  such  an  authorization  can 
be  taken  care  of  in  a  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriation  bill.  As  one  member  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  I  shall  cer¬ 
tainly  lend  a  very  sympathetic  ear  to  any 
presentation  which  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  may  make  with  regard  to  ap¬ 
propriations  in  this  field. 

Mi-.  MONRONEY.  I  appreciate  that 
assurance,  because  the  States  of  Okla¬ 
homa,  Texas,  Louisiana,  Arkansas,  and 
parts  of  Missouri  and  Kansas  are  in 
rather  desperate  shape  as  a  result  of  the 
flood  conditions  that  now  exist. 
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In  the  third  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  a  copy  ot  report  on  which  I 
hold  in  my  hand,  funds  in  the  sum  of  $4 
million  are  appropriated  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  for  this  type  of 
work;  but  I  understand  that  all  but  $1V2 
million  of  that  will  have  to  be  reimbursed 
to  the  President’s  fund.  Then,  in  an¬ 
other  place,  a  reimbursement  of  $11,500,- 
000  is  provided  in  the  conference  report, 
which  will  also  be  used  to  reimburse  the 
President’s  disaster  relief  fund. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  If  the  funds  can  be 
reimbursed,  there  is  no  reason  why  we 
cannot  reallocate  the  funds  for  disas¬ 
ter.  I  thought  that  was  the  purpose  of 
disaster  relief  funds. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  am  glad  to  hear 
the  Senator  say  that,  because  we  shall 
desperately  need  some  funds  which  will 
be  available  to  agriculture  through  the 
President’s  disaster  relief  fund,  which  is 
now  depleted.  It  will  be  replenished 
with  money  through  the  third  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  bill.  That  money 
again  needs  to  be  applied  to  agriculture 
so  that  clearing  of  the  land  can  take 
place. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  hope  the  adminis¬ 
tration  will  take  cognizance  of  this  con¬ 
dition  and  submit  a  regular  budget  esti¬ 
mate  for  necessary  relief  as  a  result  of 
the  ravages  of  the  flood.  If  that  is  not 
done,  I  hope  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  will  consider  the  matter. 
Whether  it  is  necessary  to  replace  the 
President’s  disaster  relief  fund  or  make 
a  direct  appropriation  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  I  hope  some  steps 
will  be  taken  to  alleviate  this  condition, 
which  is  so  disastrous  to  the  farmers.  I 
understand  in  the  area  of  flood  many 
farmers  have  not  even  planted  crops. 
Perhaps  they  are  better  off  than  those 
who  had  planted  crops,  because  those 
who  had  planted  them  lost  their  seed, 
fertilizer,  and  labor,  and  the  land  is  now 
covered  with  logs  and  debris.  If  that  is 
not  a  disaster,  then  I  am  unable  to  un¬ 
derstand  the  implications  of  the  word. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  It  could  become  a 
permanent  disaster  unless  the  silt  and 
debris  is  removed, 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield  to  me  so  that 
I  may  propound  a  unanimous-consent 
request? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  an 
order  be  entered  that  when  proposed  to 
the  pending  bill  H.  R.  7441,  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  and  Farm  Credit  Administration 
bill  for  the  fiscal  year  1958,  debate  on 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt]  striking  out, 
on  page  28,  beginning  with  the  colon  in 
line  17  down  through  the  matter  in  line 
20  and  inserting  a  period,  submitted  for 
printing  on  June  10,  1957,  and  lettered 
‘‘B,”  shall  be  limited  to  1  hour,  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled,  respec¬ 
tively,  by  Mr.  Mundt  and  the  majority 
leader:  Provided,  That  no  amendment 
that  is  not  germane  to  the  provisions  of 
the  matter  proposed  to  be  stricken  out 
shall  be  in  order. 


In  the  event  any  other  amendment  is 
proposed,  debate  shall  proceed  under  a 
like  arrangement  as  to  the  division  and 
control  of  time. 

Ordered  further,  That  on  the  question 
of  the  final  passage  of  the  said  bill  de¬ 
bate  shall  be  limited  to  1  hour,  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled,  respec¬ 
tively,  by  the  majority  and  minority 
leaders. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  and  I  shall  not 
object,  I  should  like  to  have  the  majority 
leader  give  me  his  assurance  that  he  will 
help  me  get  a  yea  and  nay  vote  on  my 
amendment. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  want  to 
assure  the  Senator  he  will  get  a  yea  and 
nay  vote.  I  do  not  want  to  assure  him 
that  I  will  help  him  get  it.  I  have  dis¬ 
cussed  it  with  the  minority  leader.  The 
Senator  will  get  a  yea  and  nay  vote  on 
his  amendment. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  just  came 
from  a  committee  meeting.  Reserving 
the  right  to  object,  may  I  ask  what  the 
proposed  agreement  provides? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  One  hour  of 
debate  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota,  30  minutes  to  a  side; 

1  hour  on  any  other  amendment,  30  min¬ 
utes  to  a  side ;  1  hour  on  the  bill,  30  min¬ 
utes  to  a  side. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  am  I  to  under¬ 
stand  that  the  Senator  from  Texas  has 
proposed  a  limitation  of  30  minutes  to  a 
side  on  the  Mundt  amendment  and  a 
total  of  1  hour  on  other  amendments? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  It  is  the 
same  on  all  amendments. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  shall  not  object  to 
the  unanimous  consent  request,  but  I 
think  the  Mundt  amendment  is  a  most 
important  amendment  so  far  as  agricul¬ 
ture  is  concerned  and  so  far  as  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program  is  concerned. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  asked  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  to  suggest 
the  amount  of  time  he  would  like  to  have, 
and  the  consent  request  was  formulated 
with  his  full  knowledge  and  approval. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  If  the  Seiiator  from 
South  Dakota  is  willing  to  accept  it,  I 
am,  of  course,  willing  to  abide  by  his  de¬ 
cision,  but  I  think  this  is  one  of  the  mo$t 
important  amendments  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  agree  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor.  I  shall  be  glad  to  allocate  some  time 
to  him,  because  I  do  not  intend  to  take 
all  the  time  that  will  be  allotted  to  me. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Senator  from  Texas?  If 
not,  the  unanimous-consent  agreement 
is  entered. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator  , 
from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  did  not  wish  to  let 
this  opportunity  pass  without  paying 
tribute  to  the  very  distinguished  and 
able  Senator  from  Georgia.  Agriculture 
is  in  good  hands  when  he  is  in  charge  of 
bills  pertaining  to  it.  I  share  the  views 


expressed  by  the  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  StennisI  on  the  items  having 
to  do  with  agriculture  research,  experi¬ 
ment  stations,  and  extension  work.  I 
know  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
has  been  as  generous  as  he  thinks  he 
could  be  under  the  circumstances.  I 
have  listened  to  the  debate  this  after¬ 
noon.  I  sincerely  hope  this  is  not  the 
beginning  of  a  program  of  reducing  ap¬ 
propriations  for  these  important  agen¬ 
cies. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  can  assure  the  Sen¬ 
ator  that  if  there  is  any  reduction  in 
these  appropriations,  it  will  be  over  my 
vigorous  protest. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  That  is  the  reason  I 
said  agriculture  is  in  good  hands. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  appreciate  the  com¬ 
mendatory  remarks  of  the  Senator  from 
Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  should  like  to  ask 
one  or  two  questions  in  order  to  obtain 
explanations.  I  have  read  the  commit¬ 
tee  report.  I  notice  about  3  pages  are 
devoted  to  the  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  programs.  Some  of  that  I  do  not 
understand;  and  maybe  that  is  express¬ 
ing  it  mildly. 

One  question  I  should  like  to  ask  is, 
what  has  happened  to  the  water  facili¬ 
ties  program  under  the  bill,  and  what 
will  happen  to  it. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  will  say  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  that  the  water  fa¬ 
cilities  program  is  one  of  the  few  items 
in  the  bill  which  has  received  an  in¬ 
crease  over  the  appropriation  for  the 
current  year.  The  appropriations  for 
the  watershed  protection  for  the  present 
fiscal  year  are  $17.5  million.  This  bill, 
as  presented  to  the  Senate,  carries  $25.5 
million. 

There  is  a  carryover  of  about  $4  y2  mil¬ 
lion  in  that  item,  but  the  item  received 
the  full  amount  of  the  budget  estimate, 
including  an  increase  of  some  $8  million. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  One  of  the  things 
which  concerned  me,  if  I  may  say  so,  was 
the  provision  on  page  6,  which  reads: 

Provided  further.  That  the  unexpended 
balances  of  appropriations,  heretofore  made 
for  “Watershed  protection,’’  “Flood  preven¬ 
tion,”  and  "Water  conservation  and  utiliza¬ 
tion  projects”  shall  be  merged  with  this  ap¬ 
propriation. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Permit  me  to  say  to 
the  Senator  that  when  this  bill  was  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  other  body  they  under¬ 
took  to  merge  the  appropriations  for 
the  agricultural  conservation  program, 
the  old  soil  conservation  program,  the 
conservation  reserve  under  the  soil  bank, 
the  watershed  program,  the  Soil  Conser¬ 
vation  Service,  the  small  dam  program, 
the  Great  Plains  experiment  station — a 
total  of  budget  activities  for  which 
budget  estimates  of  $668%  million  were 
submitted.  In  order  to  bring  about  a  re¬ 
duction  in  the  bill,  the  House  lumped 
them  altogether  and  made  a  lump  sum 
appropriation  of  $535  million  to  meet 
budget  estimates  of  $668%  million. 

The  Department,  be  it  said  to  its  credit, 
did  not  wish  to  merge  the  appropria¬ 
tions,  which  would  certainly  diminish 
the  ability  of  the  Congress  to  keep  in 
contact  with  the  programs,  by  doing 
away  with  line  item  appropriations.  We 
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restored  the  separation  of  these  appro¬ 
priations  and  made  a  specific  appropria¬ 
tion  for  each  activity. 

In  the  bill  the  Senator  will  find  lan¬ 
guage  following  the  precedents  of  the 
past,  which  make  line  item  appropria¬ 
tions  instead  of  lump-sum  appropria¬ 
tions. 

I  wish  to  be  perfectly  frank.  We  had 
gx-eat  good  luck.  The  funds  which  were 
estimated  for  the  soil  conservation  re¬ 
serve  were  not  all  used.  I  think  that 
was  primarily  due  to  the  fact  that  the 
acreage  reserve  was  given  greater  pri¬ 
ority,  and  more  emphasis  was  placed 
upon  it.  There  was  about  $100  million 
which  was  not  needed  to  meet  the  pay¬ 
ments  under  the  conservation  reserve 
program,  and  by  virtue  of  that  fact  we 
were  able  to  allow  the  full  amount  of  the 
budget  estimates,  including  the  soil  con¬ 
servation  service,  the  pilot  plant  proj¬ 
ects,  the  conservation  districts,  and 
other  activities. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  wish  to  state  I  sin¬ 
cerely  hope  that  the  views  of  the  Senate 
committee,  which  I  trust  will  be  the 
views  of  the  Senate,  prevail  in  the  con¬ 
ference.  I  think  it  is  most  important 
that  we  keep  these  appropriations  sep¬ 
arate  and  tied  to  their  individual  pro¬ 
grams. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  There  is  no  way  the 
Congress  can  possibly  control  the  pro¬ 
grams,  and  determine  which  program 
should  be  expanded  and  which  program 
should  be  diminished,  unless  we  have 
line  item  appropriations,  where  they  are 
separated.  If  we  lump  them  all  together 
*we  transfer  any  authoi’ity  we  might  ex¬ 
ercise  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Yes.  I  wish  to  say 
I  appreciate  very  much  the  views  of  the 
chairman  on  this  item.  I  know  of  no 
program  which  is  more  important  i  to 
the  great  Midwest  than  the  control  of 
water  at  the  source.  It  affects  conser¬ 
vation  and  the  growth  of  that  section 
industrially  and  agriculturally,  through 
holding  back  a  volume  of  water  which 
can  be  used  for  beneficial  purposes.  I 
sincerely  hope  that  the  funds  will  be  suf¬ 
ficient  to  carry  on  that  fine  program. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  believe  the  funds 
will  be  adequate.  As  I  stated,  there  was 
a  carryover.  All  the  funds  were  not 
used,  and  we  have  a  carryover  for  the 
present  year,  although  the  program  is 
increasing  and  is  popular. 

The  Senator  did  not  i*efer  to  the 
amount  of  flood  damage  which  was  elim¬ 
inated  by  carrying  on  this  program 
where  the  water  arises. ' 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  appreciate  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  comment. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
commend  the  distinguished  Sentor  from 
Georgia,  the  chairman  of  the  Agriculture 
Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Ap- 
priations.  As  a  member  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  I  am  quite 
familiar  with  the  amount  of  detailed 
hearing  work  that  was  involved  in  de¬ 
veloping  the  information  which  enabled 


this  bill  to  be  brought  to  the  Senate 
floor.  s 

There  are  several  phases  of  this  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  which  are  most  con- 
structive.  One  of  the  programs  for 
which  the  bill  provides  is  the  rural-de¬ 
velopment  program.  That  promises  a 
great  deal  of  futui-e  benefit  to  the  areas 
of  the  Nation  where  farm  income  is  at 
a  minimum. 

I  know  in  northern  Minnesota,  in  the 
cut  over  area,  this  progi’am  is  being- 
developed,  and  it  holds  promise  of  in¬ 
creasing  income  and  making  it  possible 
for  the  farmers  to  stay  on  the  small 
fax*ms  in  that  part  of  the  State.  That  is 
true  also  of  northern  Wisconsin  and 
Michigan,  as  well  as  some  of  the  South¬ 
ern  States. 

Another  desirable  feature,  of  course, 
is  the  restoration  of  funds  for  the  acre¬ 
age-reserve  program  of  the  soil  bank. 
It  would  have  been  a  serious  mistake  if 
the  Senate  had  not  reinstated  those 
funds,  because  we  did  not  have  a  his¬ 
tory  of  complete  operation  for  a  full  year 
under  the  acreage-reserve  program.  If 
any  program  will  reduce  firm  surpluses 
and  also  conserve  the  fertility  of  our 
land,  it  is  the  soil-bank  program  with 
its  conservation  and  acreage-reserve 
aspects. 

The  able  and  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee,  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Russell],  did  a  very  suc¬ 
cessful  job  in  piloting  that  provision  of 
the  appropriation  bill  through  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee. 

There  was  one  other  phase  of  the  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  with  which  I  was  disap¬ 
pointed,  and  that  was  the  restriction  of 
$7.50  per  acre  under  the  conservation 
phase  of  the  soil  bank.  I  think  that  is 
a  mistake.  I  do  not  believe  we  have  a 
sufficient  history  so  that  we  can  justly 
criticize  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
in  its  administrative  handling  of  the 
conservation  reserve  phase  of  our  soil- 
bank  program.  With  this  restriction 
being  imposed,  it  appears  as  though  we 
are  criticizing  the  Department.  It  ap¬ 
pears  as  though  we  are  restricting  its 
future  operations. 

I  hope  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Mundt]  will  prevail.  That 
will  remove  the  restriction. 

Other  than  that  restriction,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  would  say  that  this  is  a  very  good 
agi’icultural  appropriation  bill.  It 
promises  to  continue  the  administrative 
functions  of  Public  Law  480  in  disposing 
of  our  surplus  agricultural  commodities 
and  products. 

Those  two  phases,  the  soil  bank  and 
Public  Law  480,  represent  the  only  cer¬ 
tainty  that  the  farm  economy  is  going 
to  be  improved  in  the  future.  Those  two 
phases  of  this  appropi'iation  bill  hold  out 
hope  for  agriculture  that  they  will  bring 
the  agricultural  economy  into  balance 
with  the  rest  of  the  Nation’s  economy, 
which  is  at  an  all-time  high. 

Again  I  commend  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Georgia  for  his  most  con¬ 
structive  and  able  chairmanship  of  the 
subcommittee  which  handled  the  agri¬ 
cultural  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  very  grateful  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  for  his  kind 


comment,  and  for  the  very  fine  assist¬ 
ance  he  always  renders  as  a  member  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  comment  comparatively  briefly 
on  the  bill. 

First,  I  have  been  favorably  impressed 
with  the  adroitness  and  knowledge  with 
which  the  chairman  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  has  handled  the  rather  difficult  and 
complicated  questions  that  have  been 
addressed  to  him. 

I  was  particularly  interested  in  the 
discussion  earlier  today,  when  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Capehart]  was  raising  the  question 
of  additional  funds  for  the  use  of  agri¬ 
cultural  products  for  industrial  pur¬ 
poses.  This  particular  issue  reminded 
me  of  a  letter  which  had  been  sent  back 
in  February  to  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  a  copy  of  which 
was  sent  to  me,  by  one  of  the  most  dis¬ 
tinguished  educators  and  agricultural 
economists  in  my  State.  I  refer  to  Dr. 
A.  L.  Strand,  president  of  Oregon  State 
College. 

In  this  letter  Dr.  Strand  emphasized 
the  fact  that  the  increased  use  of  agri¬ 
cultural  products  for  industrial  purposes 
can,  in  many  instances,  be  a  mirage, 
and  that  it  can  actually  divert  us  from 
the  need  for  increased  research,  by 
which  the  farmer’s  methods  can  be 
made  more  effective,  and  as  a  result  of 
which  agricultural  products  can  be  used 
for  their  primary  purpose,  which  is  to 
feed  the  people  of  our  Nation  and  some 
of  the  rest  of  the  world. 

I  should  like  to  include  in  the  Record, 
if  I  may,  because  this  subject  was  dis¬ 
cussed  eqrlier  today,  the  letter  which 
came  to  the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon 
and  myself  in  February  1957,  from  the 
very  eminent  educator  and  agricultural 
expert  to  whom  I  have  referred,  Dr. 
A.  L.  Strand,  president  of  Oregon  State 
College.  This  should  be  of  real  interest 
to  my  colleagues. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Oregon  State  College, 
Corvallis,  Oreg.,  February  12,  1957. 
Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Morse:  I’m  glad  your  name 
is  not  on  Capehart’s  Senate  bill  724  to  estab¬ 
lish  “an  Industrial  Agricultural  Products  Ad¬ 
ministration.’’ 

The  expenditures  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  are  high  enough,  without  running  an¬ 
other  $100  million  into  a  blind  alley  each 
year. 

How  many  times  does  it  have  to  be  demon¬ 
strated  that  farmers  are  not  going  to  profit 
from  the  industrial  use  of  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts?  Alcohol  from  potatoes,  corn,  etc.,  is 
uneconomic.  Alcohol  can  be  made  so  cheap¬ 
ly  from  sugar  wastes  that  this  established 
method  can  drive  any  other  method  out  of 
the  market  unless  it  has  a  subsidy.  Does  this 
administration  intend  to  go  into  subsidies  to 
promote  the  use  of  agricultural  products? 
The  scientific  truth  that  stands  in  the  way 
of  any  large  success  of  this  bill  is  that  car¬ 
bon-hydrogen-oxygen  chains  are  available  to 
industry  through  cheap  and  constantly  avail¬ 
able  nonagricultural  materials  (coal,  petro¬ 
leum).  Through  my  association  with  the 
Quaker  Oats  Co.  for  25  years,  I  observed  the 
development  of  furfural  which  is  used  in  the 
dewaxing  of  automotive  fuels,  the  manufac¬ 
ture  of  nylon,  etc.  At  first  it  was  made  from 
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oat  hulls.  That  worked  for  a  while,  as  long 
as  oat  hulls  were  worth  only  $2.50  per  ton 
for  fuel.  When  oat  hulls  came  into  demand 
for  livestock  feeds  they  were  worth  fifteen  to 
twenty  dollars  per  ton.  The  return  through 
furfural  was  about  $8  or  $8.50.  And  so  the 
company  turned  to  cottonseed  hulls  and 
finally  to  corncobs,  which  are  the  basic  mate¬ 
rial  now.  But  the  farmers  never  got  a  cent 
more  for  their  oats  or  corn  on  account  of  fur¬ 
fural.  That  was  not  because  of  any  unfair¬ 
ness  on  the  part  of  the  manufacturer;  he 
Just  can’t  pay  more.  The  gathering  of  corn¬ 
cobs  requires  some  labor,  and  this  throws 
some  money  into  agricultural  communities, 
but  not  much. 

If  this  proposed  new  agency  is  established, 
exempt  from  civil  service,  it  will  rob  the 
USDA  and  our  institutions  of  scientific  per¬ 
sonnel  who  are  producing  now.  Such  a  raid 
at  this  time  would  be  very  unfortunate  for 
even  a  good  cause,  but  to  raid  us  to  launch 
a  dead  duck. 

This  is  a  Wallingford  promoters’  bill  to 
fool  the  farmers  and  make  them  believe 
something  great  is  being  done  for  them. 
Remember  the  starch  promoters  who  took  in 
the  Grange  in  Washington  and  would  have 
nicked  Oregon,  too,  if  our  organization 
hadn’t  stopped  it. 

Sincerely, 

A.  L.  Strand, 

President. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
understand  that  the  1958  budget  esti¬ 
mates  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
included  $34,003,708  for  the  subappro¬ 
priation  “Payments  to  States,  Hawaii, 
Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico,”  an  increase  of 
$4,500,000  over  the  current  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $29,503,708.  However,  the  House 
bill  disallowed  this  increase,  but  $1  mil¬ 
lion  has  been  restored  by  the  Senate  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee. 

The  budget  increase  was  recom¬ 
mended  in  order  to  first,  meet  rising 
costs  of  research  under  this  appropria¬ 
tion;  and  second,  initiate  new  projects 
and  expand  some  already  underway. 
The  fields  of  research  covered  by  the  pro¬ 
posed  increase  are  crop  production,  plant 
diseases  and  insects,  animal  production, 
animal  diseases  and  parasites,  water  use 
and  conservation,  soils  and  fertilizers, 
agricultural  economics,  farm  mechani¬ 
zation  and  structures,  marketing  and 
utilization,  home  economics,  and  forest 
crop  production.  The  various  States 
have  a  heavy  backlog  of  urgent  requests 
for  research  on  State  and  local  problems 
in  these  fields. 

Present  research  on  many  major  prob¬ 
lems  facing  the  American  farmer  are 
not  adequate  to  meet  his  needs  or  to  ar¬ 
rive  at  a  solution  at  an  early  date.  Be¬ 
cause  of  differing  climate,  soil,  market 
outlets,  and  other  local  conditions,  each 
State  has  distinct  problems  of  produc¬ 
tion  and  marketing  of  crops  and  live¬ 
stock  which  can  best  be  solved  by  the 
States,  or  cooperatively  by  two  or  more 
interested  States.  Such  research  is  sup¬ 
plementary  to  the  national  and  regional 
interests  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  To  foster  research  between  these 
two  interdependent  groups.  Federal- 
grant  funds  have  been  appropriated  for 
many  years.  Under  this  program  the 
States  provide  about  three  times  the 
amount  of  funds  provided  by  Federal 
grants.  While  the  majority  of  grant 
funds  must  be  matched  by  States,  most 
of  them  more  than  match  the  Federal 
portion. 

If  there  is  no  increase  in  the  appro¬ 
priation,  it  will  not  only  be  impossible 


to  conduct  the  additional  research  which 
is  needed,  but  rising  costs  of  research 
will  necessitate  a  reduction  in  research 
at  State  agriculture  experiment  stations 
from  present  levels. 

The  great  importance  of  agriculture 
research  has  been  emphasized  in  letters 
and  telegrams  I  have  received  from  Ore¬ 
gon  in  recent  days  and  weeks.  In  a  let¬ 
ter,  F.  L.  Ballard,  associate  director  of 
extension  at  Oregon  State  College,  Cor¬ 
vallis,  Oreg.,  explains  that  State  and  lo¬ 
cal  interests  are  increasing  their  con¬ 
tributions  to  research. 

Industry  for  example,  is  increasing  its 
investment  in  research  every  year.  A 
letter  from  F.  E.  Price,  dean  and  director 
of  Agriculture  at  Oregon  State  College, 
addressed  to  each  member  of  the  Oregon 
delegation,  contains  a  table  from  the 
April  27  issue  of  Business  Week.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  President,  to 
have  that  letter  included  in  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Oregon  State  College, 
Corvallis,  Oreg.,  May  13,  1957. 
Oregon  Delegation, 

United  States  Senate,  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Mrs.  Green  and  Gentlemen:  When  I  read 
the  following  table  as  regards  research 
spending  by  private  industry,  I  thought  of 
Oregon’s  delegation  who  are  confronted  with 
the  question  of  supporting  or  not  support¬ 
ing  additional  Federal  funds  for  agricultural 
research.  The  following  figures,  taken  from 
the  April  27  issue  of  Business  Week,  indicates 
that  United  States  private  industry  plans 
to  boost  its  spending  on  research  by  50  per¬ 
cent  in  the  next  4  years.  You  will  also  note 
that  they  have  made  a  substantial  increase 
in  1957  over  1956: 


Research  spending  aims  at  $9,000,000,000  a 
year  by  1960 
[Millions  of  dollars] 


1956 

1957 

1960 

planned 

Primary  metals. . — . 

97.9 

109.6 

145.8 

Machinery - - 

506.2 

577.1 

704.1 

Electrical  equipment - 

1,148.9 

1,309.7 

1,637.1 

Aircraft  and  parte _ _ 

Fabricated  metal  products 

1,567.8 

2,  274.  4 

3,161.4 

and  ordnance -  - 

Professional  .and  scientific 

166.2 

173.5 

209.9 

instruments  ...  „ 

252.1 

300.0 

453.0 

Chemicals  and  allied  products. 

497.8 

527.7 

617.4 

Paper  and  allied  products - 

42.8 

47.9 

57.5 

Rubber  products.  - 

73.1 

81.9 

95.0 

Stone,  clay,  and  glass - 

58.5 

66.1 

80.6 

Petroleum  products _ _ 

204.8 

225.3 

277.1 

Food  and  kindred  products. .. 
Textile  mill  products  and 

76.0 

85.1 

96.2 

apparel. ..  _ 

33.8 

36.5 

42.3 

Other  manufacturing _ 

1,071.2 

1,156.9 

1,272.6 

All  manufacturing - 

5,  786. 1 

6, 971.7 

8,  850.  0 

Nonmanufacturing  industries. 

310.4 

347.1 

418.8 

All  industries . . 

6,  096.  5 

7, 318. 8 

9,  268. 8 

Source:  Base  statistics  (1953),  National  Science  Foun¬ 
dation. 


We  have  many  problems  relating  to  pro¬ 
duction  efficiency  and  methods  of  reducing 
costs  of  production  which  can  only  be  un¬ 
dertaken  when  additional  funds  are  avail¬ 
able,  as  we  are  working  on  as  many  of  these 
as  we  can  with  present  funds.  In  behalf  of 
Oregon  agriculture,  I  hope  that  you  will  see 
fit  to  support  appropriations  for  additional 
agricultural  research. 

Very  truly  ypurs, 

F.  E.  Price, 

Dean  and  Director  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  the 
Oregon  Potato  Council  in  a  recent  wire 


warned  of  new  potato  diseases  of  a  seri¬ 
ous  nature  and  still  unnamed  which 
threaten  the  yield  and  quality. 

In  certain  sections  of  Oregon  the 
growing  of  bulbs  is  an  important  phase 
of  our  agriculture.  A  letter  from  Mr. 
Carl  A.  DuBosh,  president  of  the  bulb 
growers,  stresses  the  need  for  research 
of  they  are  to  meet  competition  from  the 
bulb  industry  of  Holland. 

Lyle  W.  Hammack,  who  is  a  prominent 
figure  in  the  Oregon  dairy  industry, 
writes : 

Most  certainly  the  tax  burden  on  business 
today  is  really  becoming  a  problem.  How¬ 
ever,  Dick,  it  seems  to  me  unwise  to  cut  ap¬ 
propriations  that  are  designed  for  research 
that  does  ultimately  produce  new  wealth  in 
economy. 

Phil  Farrel,  president  of  the  Oregon 
Seed  Growers  League,  emphasizes  the 
same  thought  in  saying : 

This  organization  believes  that  in  economy 
moves  we  should  make  a  distinction  between 
money  that  will  increase  our  income,  and 
money,  that  once  spent,  is  gone  forever. 

His  letter  tells  of  a  study  of  wild  bees, 
important  for  the  pollinization  of  seed 
crops,  which  may  languish  because  the 
cut  in  the  budget  request  will  deny  the 
$1,500  matching  funds  they  require. 
This  is  a  small  investment  in  an  Oregon 
agriculture  industry  whose  sales  last  year 
were  in  excess  of  $20  million. 

Roy  Stevenson,  president  of  the  Ore¬ 
gon  Weed  Conference,  has  added  his 
organization’s  support  for  greater  in¬ 
vestments  for  research.  He  writes  that 
“weed  control  is  the  biggest  production 
problem  confronting  the  American  farm¬ 
er,”  and  he  explains  that  their  effective 
work  depends  on  the  testing  program 
carried  on  by  the  local  experiment  sta¬ 
tions  assisted  by  Federal  Research  funds. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  as  a  part  of  my  remarks  several 
illuminating  telegrams  which  I  have  re¬ 
ceived  from  leaders  in  agriculture  in  my 
State. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele¬ 
grams  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Klamath  Falls,  Oreg.,  June  7, 1957. 
Hon.  Richard  L.  Nettberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Request  that  you  do  everything  possible 
to  restore  to  the  budget  the  recommended 
funds  for  support  for  agricultural  research 
work  at  the  land-grant,  colleges.  This  is 
necessary  to  forestall  a  curtailment  of  agri¬ 
cultural  experimental  work  which  is  of 
great  value  to  our  agricultural  development. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Klamath  County  Court. 

C.  Mack,  County  Judge. 

E.  W.  Gowen,  Commissioner. 
Jerry  Rajnus,  Commissioner. 


Klamath  Falls,  Oreg.,  June  10,  1957. 
Senator  Richard  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Urgently  request  restoration  of  $4  y2  mil¬ 
lion  in  current  budget  for  agricultural  re¬ 
search  vitally  important  to  the  future  wel¬ 
fare  of  our  farmers. 

Frank  G.  Howard, 
President,  Klamath  Basin  Water 
Users  Protective  Association. 
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Nyssa,  Oreg.,  June  10,  1957. 
Senator  Richard  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C 

We  strongly  urge  restoration  of  $4  million 
for  agricultural  research.  Our  agricultural 
economy  is  more  dependent  now  that  ever 
before  on  research. 

Paul  House, 

President,  Oregon  Reclamation  Congress. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  the 
research  committee  of  the  National  As¬ 
sociation  of  Wheat  Growers  in  a  report 
given  by  the  committee  chairman,  Floyd 
Root,  of  Wasco,  Oreg.,  on  the  occasion 
of  their  annual  meeting  in  Lincoln, 
Nebr.,  this  past  February,  included  the 
following  significant  paragraph: 

This  committee  recognized  that  major 
improvement  in  the  status  of  agricultural 
research  in  general,  and  of  wheat  research 
in  particular,  has  been  largely  due  to  the 
combined  efforts  of  several  commodity 
groups  interested  in  effecting  increased  ap¬ 
propriations  for  such  research.  Therefore, 
this  committee  recommends  that  the  NAWG 
continue  and  expand  its  efforts  toward  in¬ 
creased  total  appropriations  for  agricultural 
research  with  full  recognition  for  the  re¬ 
search  needs  of  other  segments  of  agricul¬ 
ture. 

I  have  made  these  references  to  the 
thinking  of  Oregon  agricultural  leaders, 
Mr.  President,  to  indicate  that  represen¬ 
tative  opinion  in  Oregon  approves  a  more 
generous  support  of  agriculture  research. 
The  wisdom  of  such  an  investment  is 
confirmed  in  messages  from  those  so 
closely  identified  with  the  industry. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  ask 
several  brief  questions  of  the  able  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee. 

I  am  sure  the  chairman  realizes  that 
some  States  do  not  benefit  as  much  as 
do  other  States  from  the  various  price- 
support  and  soil-bank  programs  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  of  the 
Congress.  I  happen  to  help  represent 
a  State  which,  with  the  sole  exception 
of  the  wheat  crop  in  eastern  Oregon, 
raises  very  few  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  which  come  under  the  price-support 
umbrella,  or  are  included  within  the 
various  phases  of  the  soil-bank  program. 
If  I  am  not  mistaken,  as  of  Decemeber  31, 
1956,  farmers  in  our  State  have  received 
only  $170,000  under  the  soil-bank  pro¬ 
gram,  which  the  chairman  realizes  is 
a  very  small  sum. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  that  the  soil-bank  program,  partic¬ 
ularly  the  conservation  reserve  phase  of 
it,  is  open  to  States  without  regard  to 
the  type  of  agriculture  within  any  State. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  degree  of  partici¬ 
pation  varies  greatly,  but  some  States 
receive  practically  nothing.  In  the 
State  of  Nevada  I  believe  there  was  per¬ 
haps  one  contract. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  It  so  happens  that 
comparatively  small  farm  acreages,  with 
crops  of  a  diversified  nature,  have  at 
least  not  lent  themselves  to  the  various 
aspects  of  the  soil-bank  program. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect;  and  they  will  not  share  in  the 
most  remunerative  part  of  it,  namely, 
the  acreage  reserve  program,  because 
that  is  limited  to  the  basic  commodities. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  That  is  correct. 
I  am  sure  the  distinguished  chairman  of 


the  subcommittee,  whose  knowledge  and 
experience  in  this  field  are  far  greater 
than  mine,  will  agree  that  there  are  cer¬ 
tain  States  which,  because  of  the  general 
structure  of  their  agricultural  econ¬ 
omy — that  is  to  say,  comparatively  small 
farm  acreages  with  crops  of  a  highly 
diversified  nature — have  not  thus  far 
adapted  themselves  to  the  price-support 
program  or  to  the  soil-bank  program. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  certainly 
true ;  and,  of  course,  the  acreage?  reserve 
program  has  been  peculiarly  applicable 
to  the  corn  areas.  Up  until  now  they 
have  received  the  lion’s  share  of  the 
fund,  and  will  do  so  this  year. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Corn  is  king  un¬ 
der  the  acreage  reserve  program. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  There  is  no  question 
about  it. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  know  that  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  realizes 
that  there  is  absolutely  no  criticism  of 
him  implicit  in  anything  I  have  said. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  must  disclaim  any 
responsibility  for  the  basic  legislation 
creating  the  soil-bank  program. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  realize  that. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Members  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  generally  labored  for  many  weeks 
undertaking  to  get  an  agricutlural  pro¬ 
gram  across  that  was  wise.  Despite  all 
the  inherent  difficulties  involved  in  try¬ 
ing  to  reconcile  the  basic  crops  as  well 
as  the  areas  to  which  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  refers,  we  finally  did  get  a  bill; 
but  the  President  dashed  the  work  of 
art  on  which  we  had  labored  for  so  many 
months  to  the  floor  and  crushed  it  with 
one  stroke  of  the  pen. 

Then  we  were  confronted  with  the 
problem  of  the  soil  bank  or  nothing.  I 
took  the  soil  bank  rather  than  nothing. 
Otherwise  I  saw  no  advantages  what¬ 
ever  in  the  program. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  am  aware  of 
the  emergency  circumstances  which 
confronted  the  leaders  in  the  Senate  and 
in  the  House  when  the  soil  bank  program 
came  before  them,  after  the  President 
had  vetoed  the  original  farm  bill. 

The  meat  of  the  coconut  is  this:  I 
am  sure  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  realizes  that  in  many  States, 
which  have  been  outside  the  major  farm 
programs,  one  of  the  few  direct  ways  in 
which  agriculture  can  benefit  is  from 
research  carried  on  at  the  college  experi¬ 
ment  stations  and  elsewhere.  I  know 
that  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
has  been  a  supporter  of  these  research 
activities,  but  he  is  likewise  aware  of 
the  concern  which  has  been  felt 
throughout  many  farm  States  because 
of  the  cut  in  research  appropriations. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Let  us  keep  the  rec¬ 
ord  straight.  There  has  been  no  cut  in 
research  appropriations.  The  bill  be¬ 
fore  us,  as  reported  from  the  committee, 
would  appropriate  more  money  for  State 
experiment  research  stations  than  has 
ever  been  appropriated  in  the  history  of 
the  United  States.  We  did  not  allow 
the  full  amount  of  the  budget  estimate. 
There  has  been  an  increase  of  133  per¬ 
cent  in  appropriations  for  State  experi¬ 
ment  research  stations  during  the  past 
5  years,  or  since  1952.  I  am  not  satisfied 
with  the  appropriation  in  the  bill,  but 
there  is  no  reduction.  We  could  not  get 
the  full  amount  of  the  budget  estimate. 


Mr.  NEUBERGER.  There  are  certain 
necessary  programs  which  had  been 
contemplated,  and  which,  because  of  the 
size  of  the  appropriation,  however  much 
it  may  be,  still  will  have  to  be  curtailed 
to  some  extent,  in  view  of  the  plans 
which  have  been  made  previously.  The 
full  budget  recommendation  has  not 
been  granted.  The  telegrams  which  the 
senior  Senator  from  Oregon  and  I  have 
received  have  so  indicated. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Any  plan  which  was 
based  upon  the  full  budget  estimate 
might  be  somewhat  curtailed. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  The  only  assur¬ 
ance  I  seek  from  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee — if  it  is  compatible  with 
his  own  ideas  to  give  it — is  that  there  is 
no  thought  now,  and  there  will  be  no 
thought  in  the  future,  that  these  im¬ 
portant  research  programs  undertaken 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
through  the  experiment  stations  and  in 
other  ways,  are  to  be  diminished  or  cur¬ 
tailed  substantially  in  any  way. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Certainly  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Georgia  would  stand  on  his 
feet  in  the  Senate,  and  fight  as  long  as 
he  could  stand,  against  any  reduction  in 
this  program.  There  is  ofttimes  a  dif¬ 
ference  as  to  the  amount  by  which  it  is 
possible  to  increase  them.  This  happens 
to  be  a  year  of  austerity  with  reference 
to  the  national  budget.  Under  ordinary 
circumstances  there  is  not  great  diffi¬ 
culty  in  securing  appropriations  for  the 
Extension  Service  and  for  the  State  ex¬ 
periment  stations.  We  have  been  very 
successful,  particularly  in  the  Senate, 
with  respect  to  that  field  of  endeavor. 
We  have  been  privileged  to  allow  very 
large  increase  during  recent  years. 

Certainly  no  cutback  has  been  effected 
that  I  know  of,  or  that  is  contemplated 
at  all.  I  hope  that  come  next  year  we 
may  move  forward  with  accelerated 
speed.  However,  this  year  is  not  the 
most  advantageous  year  to  ask  to  move 
forward  in  this  field.  That  is  my  judg¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  desire  to  thank 
the  Senator  for  his  assurances.  I  again 
wish  to  emphasize  that  I  agreed  with 
him  completely  when  he  expressed  some 
reservations  and  doubts  about  the  ap¬ 
propriation  of  vast  sums  of  money  for 
industrial  uses  of  farm  products. 

I  believe,  however,  that  we  should  con¬ 
centrate  to  a  great  degree  in  trying  to 
increase  the  efficiency  of  our  farms  and 
the  efficiency  of  our  agricultural  produc¬ 
tion,  and  to  increase  the  use  of  those 
commodities  for  food  purposes. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  If  we  cannot  do  some¬ 
thing  to  bring  about  a  reduction  in  the 
emit  cost  of  production  of  all  farm  com¬ 
modities,  as  well  as  obtain  other  uses 
for  farm  products,  the  American  farmer 
is  on  the  way  of  the  dodo. 

Mr .0  NEUBERGER.  Certainly  so  far 
as  the  family-size  farm  is  concerned. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes;  I  have  in  mind 
the  family-size  farm.  We  will  eventu¬ 
ally  have  these  great  corporate  farms 
that  will  be  able  to  operate.  After  we 
have  eliminated  the  family-size  farms 
there  will  be  the  large  farms,  or  corpo¬ 
rate-size  farms,  which  will  be  able  to 
operate  and  expand  with  the  increase  in 
our  population.  However,  the  family- 
size  farm  has  already  diminished  in 
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numbers  In  many  areas  of  our  country. 
If  that  trend  continues,  the  family-size 
farmer  will  be  eliminated. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  If  that  happens, 
the  family-size  farm  will  be  replaced  by 
an  impersonal  enterprise,  almost  as  im¬ 
personal  as  the  Soviet  type  collective 
farm. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  cannot  think  of  any¬ 
thing  which  would  be  more  calculated 
to  impair  the  spiritual  and  physical 
strength  of  the  country  than  the  elim¬ 
ination  of  the  farm  boy  on  the  indi¬ 
vidual  size  farm,  with  his  home  on  the 
land.  If  we  ever  degenerate  to  a  cor¬ 
porate  agricultural  system,  and  if  that  is 
all  we  will  have,  we  will  have  elim¬ 
inated  something  from  this  country  that 
has  contributed  more  than  any  other 
single  factor  to  the  upbuilding, 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  could  not  con¬ 
cur  more  completely  with  the  Senator 
from  Georgia.  In  my  own  State  already 
there  is  a  saying  in  rural  areas  that 
there  are  only  two  ways  of  getting  a 
farm.  One  way  is  to  inherit  a  farm, 
and  the  other  is  to  marry  a  farm.  Most 
people  familiar  with  the  situation  know 
that  it  is  now  virtually  impossible  in  the 
State  of  Oregon,  at  least,  for  a  young 
man  to  borrow  money  and  incur  a  debt 
and  to  put  a  mortgage  on  the  land,  and 
have  any  success  in  being  able  to  pay  off 
the  mortgage  and  eventually  owning  his 
farm  outright.  That  is  regarded  as  be¬ 
ing  virtually  impossible  today  in  the 
rural  areas  of  my  State. 

Mrs.  Neuberger’s  family  happen  to  be 
dairy  farmers.  My  mother-in-law  has 
often  told  me  that  if  the  farm  had  not 
been  in  their  family  for  many  years,  and 
if  they  did  not  own  the  farm  outright, 
they  could  not  possibly  run  it  today,  if 
they  had  to  pay  off  a  debt  on  the  farm, 
in  view  of  the  price  squeeze  that  they 
have  been  subjected  to  and  the  other 
difficulties  that  they  must  face  today. 
Therefore  they  could  not  possibly,  under 
such  conditions,  pay  the  interest  or  the 
principal  on  any  debt  on  that  farm,  and 
.still  continue  to  retain  their  property. 
This  is  not  a  healthy  situation.  The 
family-sized  farm  has  been  the  back¬ 
bone  of  rural  America.  If  that  institu¬ 
tion  cannot  successfully  survive,  our 
country  will  suffer.  That  is  why  I  have 
emphasized  the  economic  difficulties 
faced  by  Mrs.  Neuberger’s  family  on 
their  farm  in  the  Northwest. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  situation  may 
be  more  acute  with  respect  to  dairy 
farms,  because  that  is  a  rather  expensive 
method  of  farming.  But  I  believe  gen¬ 
erally  speaking  it  applies  across  the 
board. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  That  is  becoming 
increasingly  true,  and  it  is  very  unfor¬ 
tunate.  I  again  wish  to  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  for  his  patience  and  tolerance,  in 
answering  my  inquiries. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  congratulate 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Georgia 
on  the  most  comprehensive  and  intelli¬ 
gent  bill  he  has  brought  to  the  floor  of 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  The  Senator  from 
Missouri  would  ask  1  or  2  questions. 


Does  the  able  Senator  believe  the  bill 
is  primarily  a  bill  in  favor  of  the  family- 
size  farm;  and  therefore  an  effort  to 
maintain  that  size  farm  as  a  part  of  the 
American  way  of  life. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  from 
Missouri,  as  a  distinguished  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry,  knows  that  the  bill  contains  appro¬ 
priations  to  implement  policies  which  are 
prescribed  by  law  or  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.  There  are  some  phases 
of  the  bill  which  tend  to  preserve  the 
family-size  farm.  I  refer  particularly 
to  the  Farmers’  Home  Administration 
and  the  Rural  Electrification  Adminis¬ 
tration,  and  some  of  the  loan  programs. 
However,  by  and  large,  the  policies  which 
are  now  being  followed,  generally  speak¬ 
ing,  are  in  my  opinion  completely  de¬ 
structive  of  the  family-size  farm.  There 
is  nothing  we  can  do  about  it  in  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill.  It  is  a  matter  of  policy. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Knowing  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator’s  firm  belief  in  the 
value  of  the  family-size  farm,  may  I  ask 
if  he  believes  that  to  the  greatest  extent 
possible  this  appropriation  bill  recog¬ 
nizes  the  importance  of  preserving  the 
family-size  farm? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Insofar  as  the  items 
that  benefit  the  family-size  farm  are 
concerned,  I  have  always  given  them 
priority,  and  I  have  done  so  this  time  in 
this  bill,  and  the  committee  has  done  it 
consistently. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator.  Inasmuch  as  there  has  been  some 
criticism  expressed  in  my  State  that  the 
bill  does  not  recognize  the  family-size 
farm,  I  am  very  glad  to  have  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  say  that  to  the  best  of 
his  ability  he  has  sought  to  give  it  recog¬ 
nition  in  the  pending  bill. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Taking  it  as  a  general 
proposition,  we  know  that  a  good  law 
poorly  administered  is  not  so  effective  as 
a  bad  law  well  administered.  This  con¬ 
cerns  a  question  of  national  policy.  The 
basic  policies  must  be  changed  if  the 
family-size  farm  is  to  be  able  to  survive 
in  this  world  of  concentration. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  May  I  again  ex¬ 
press  complete  approval  of  what  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  has  stated,  because 
during  the  years  I  have  been  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  what  has  worried  me  as  much  as  the 
farm  policies  of  this  administration  has 
been  the  administration  of  those  policies, 
in  such  matters  as  administration 
drought  relief  and  administration  of  the 
county  committees. 

Whatever  the  future  holds  for  the 
family-size  farm — and  we  have  now  lost 
over  a  half  million  farm  families,  and 
over  2  million  farmers,  in  the  past  4 
years.  I  know  that  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Georgia  agrees  that  the 
future  of  these  farmers  depends  almost 
as  much  on  the  administration  of  the 
policies  as  it  does  on  the  policies  them¬ 
selves. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  loss  to  which  the 
Senator  has  referred  is  one  of  the  great 
tragedies  of  our  era. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  should  like  to  join 
other  Senators  in  expressing  apprecia¬ 
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tion  for  the  work  done  by  the  senior 
Senator  from  Georgia  in  maintaining 
through  this  bill  our  agricultural  pro¬ 
grams. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senator, 
but  I  must  say  that  I  am  not  entitled  to 
all  this  credit.  I  have  a  very  able  and 
outstanding  committee,  and  I  am  merely 
the  vehicle  that  undertakes  to  express 
their  views. 

Mr.  COOPER.  There  has  been  a  great 
deal  said  in  the  course  of  the  debate 
about  the  small  family-size  farm. 

I  am  very  much  interested  in  the  rural 
development  program — among  other 
programs  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture — because  it  is  related  to  preserving 
the  life  of  many  small  farms.  I  might 
say  to  the  Senator  that  my  State  is  in 
many  respects  similar  to  his  State.  I 
hope  he  will  accept  the  fact  of  similarity 
of  our  agricultural  programs. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  There  is  no  question 
about  the  fact  that  both  of  us  have,  un¬ 
fortunately,  areas  in  our  States  where 
the  income  of  our  agriculture  has  been 
far  below  the  average  level. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  Senator  knows 
that  in  many  of  the  counties  of  our 
States  the  farmers  do  not  get  much  help 
from  price-support  programs,  although 
they  are  protected  by  them,  and  not  be 
protected  by  them.  Also,  many  of  them 
are  not  able  to  purchase  or  use  the 
modern  machinery  that  large  farms  use. 
Also,  they  are  far  from  cities,  and  con¬ 
sequently  there  is  not  much  opportunity 
for  part-time  employment  by  farmers. 

There  are  three  pilot  projects  in  my 
State  that  have  done  outstanding  work. 
They  serve  adjoining  countries  and  in 
fact,  our  State.  There  is  a  great  deal  of 
enthusiasm  about  the  possibilities  of  this 
program.  I  know  the  Senator  has  stud¬ 
ied  the  program,  and  I  should  like  to  ask 
him  some  question  about  it.  I  should 
like  to  ask  him  whether  he  believes  the 
total  of  appropriations  will  adequately 
support  the  future  of  the  program. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  realizes, 
of  course,  that  this  is  a  rural  develop¬ 
ment  program,  which  could  prove  to  be 
of  little  significance.  It  has  not  yet 
operated  long  enough  for  me  to  say  that 
it  is  a  solution  for  the  low-income  coun¬ 
ties,  but  certainly  it  is  worthy  of  trial. 
Some  of  the  officials  in  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  have  been  greatly  inter¬ 
ested  in  it  and  have  promoted  it  as 
vigorously  as  they  possibly  could.  The 
bill  does  not  allow  all  that  was  asked 
for  the  rural  development  program,  but 
it  does  carry  almost  the  full  amount. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  report  states  that 
the  amount  has  been  increased  by 
$1,764,000,  but  it  is  not  clear,  whether 
for  rural  development  or  for  the  entire 
extension  service. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No;  that  is  for  the 
whole  Extension  Service.  As  I  recall,  the 
Department  expected  to  allocate  about 
$1,300,000  to  the  Rural  Development 
Program  from  a  total  budget  estimate  of 
about  $5  million.  So  the  committee  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  Department  could  spend 
up  to  $500,000  of  the  $1,764,000  increase 
which  was  allowed.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
the  rural  development  program  got  half 
of  the  actual  increase. 
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Seven  hundred  and  sixty  thousand 
dollars  of  that  money  was  necessary  to 
avoid  a  net  loss  in  the  State  Extension 
Service,  so  we  allowed  half  of  the  net 
increase  granted  to  the  Extension  Serv¬ 
ice  for  the  rural  development  program. 

Mr.  COOPER.  In  the  report,  on  page 
3,  I  find  this  language: 

Not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  the  increase  of 
$1,764,000  may  be  expended  for  rural  de¬ 
velopment  work  in  States  which  heretofore 
have  had  no  rural  development  program; 

I  understand  the  concern  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  extend  the  program  to  States 
which  have  not  had  the  program 
started;  but  does  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  interpret  the  language  to  mean 
that  this  is  mandatory? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No;  I  do  not.  The 
language  is: 

Not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  the  increase  of 
$1,764,000  may  be  expended  for  rural  de¬ 
velopment  work  in  States  which  heretofore 
have  had  no  rural  development  program. 

In  the  way  the  provision  was  finally 
worded,  I  do  not  think  it  is  a  limitation 
at  all,  although,  frankly,  it  was  proposed 
as  a  limitation.  Some  members  of  the 
committee  raised  the  issue  that  their 
States  did  not  have  any  rural  develop¬ 
ment  counties  designated.  My  State 
had  two  such  counties  designated.  I  did 
not  wish  to  seem  selfish  and  seem  to  try 
to  get  more  money  for  my  State  when 
other  States  did  not  have  any.  So  the 
provision  was  really  intended  as  a  lim¬ 
itation,  but  I  do  not  think,  upon  read¬ 
ing  it,  that  it  accomplishes  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  take  it,  then,  that 
the  Senator’s  judgment  is  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  could  be  interpreted  as  being  a 
flag  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
to  look  around,  to  see  if  it  is  possible 
to  initiate  new  projects,  but  not  to 
cripple  existing  programs. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  interpret  the  lan¬ 
guage  to  mean  that  before  the  Depart¬ 
ment  actually  reinforces  the  work  in 
States  which  have  rural  development 
programs,  they  shall  inaugurate  it  in 
States  which  do  not  have  it  but  which 
wish  to  have  it.  I  understand  that  some 
20  States  have  the  program  now,  and 
it  is  proposed  to  install  it  in  25. 

Certainly  there  is  no  desire  on  my 
own  part  to  start  it  in  more  counties  in 
my  State  until  other  States,  which  have 
had  no  opportunity  to  share  in  the  pro¬ 
gram,  have  had  that  opportunity. 

Mr.  COOPER.  But  the  committee 
does  not  mean  that  the  work  which  has 
been  started  in  States  shall  be  cut  back? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Oh,  no.  This  is  not 
a  cutback.  Whether  or  not  it  is  a 
limitation,  the  language  applies  only  to 
the  increase. 

Information  has  come  to  me  since  the 
report  was  prepared  that  the  Depai't- 
ment  does  not  approve  of  this.  They  say 
they  want  about  $250,000  with  which  to 
go  into  States  that  have  heretofore  had 
no  activity,  but  they  want  to  spend  some 
money  in  other  States. 

I  can  assure  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  that  in  the  conference  with  the 
other  body  it  will  be  necessary,  before 
this  item  shall  ever  be  agreed  to  at  all, 
to  undertake  to  make  certain  that  the 
matter  is  clarified  so  that  the  rural  de¬ 


velopment  program  may  secure  the 
maximum  benefit  from  this  appropri¬ 
ation. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Georgia. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  may  say,  first,  that 
I  appreciate  the  frankness  and  also  the 
fairness  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia. 
My  State  is  one  which  as  yet  does  not 
have  any  rural  development  program  in 
operation,  but  programs  for  two  comi¬ 
ties,  the  counties  of  Suwannee  and  Cal¬ 
houn,  have  been  planned  and  will  be  set 
up  in  fiscal  1958  under  the  decision  of 
the  committee,  as  was  so  ably  explained 
by  the  Senator  from  Georgia. 

We  have  no  desire  to  preclude  other 
States  which  already  have  rural  devel¬ 
opment  programs  from  continuing  with 
those  programs;  and  if  the  new  money 
provided  is  more  than  adequate  to  meet 
the  needs  to  establish  programs  in  States 
which  do  not  yet  have  programs,  we,  of 
course,  would  expect  it  to  be  used  for 
all  States  alike,  wherever  it  was  needed. 
But  we  certainly  feel  that  States  which 
have  yet  felt  no  benefit  from  the  pro¬ 
gram  should  come  first.  I  am  certain 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  will  agree 
that  that  is  the  fair  and  proper  way  to 
approach  the  program. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  may  say,  as  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  legislative  history,  for  whatever 
it  may  be  worth,  that  it  was  the  unani¬ 
mous  opinion  of  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  that  in  the  allocation  of 
the  increased  appropriation,  when  and 
if  it  be  secured,  priority  should  be  given 
to  those  States  which  heretofore  had 
not  shared  in  the  rural  development 
program.  That  was  the  opinion  of  the 
committee,  as  I  understood  it.  But  it 
was  not  intended  to  the  exclusion  of 
improving  the  program  in  States  which 
now  have  it. 

However,  if  it  comes  to  the  issue  of 
giving  the  money  to  States  which  do  not 
have  it  or  expending  it  in  States  which 
do  have  it,  the  committee  intended  that 
priority  be  given  to  States  which  did 
not  have  the  program. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  think  that  approach  is  fair.  I  am 
certain  that  every  Senator  will  agree 
that  States  which  are  large  agricultural 
States,  and  which  have  not  had  any  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  program,  though  it  is 
needed  in  some  of  their  counties,  should' 
at  least  have  the  chance  to  share  in  it 
before  there  is  expansion  in  States 
which  already  have  the  program  and 
have  profited  from  it  in  their  own  limits. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  appreciate  the  fair¬ 
ness  of  the  statements  of  both  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida  and  the  Senator  from 
Georgia.  There  is  another  problem  in¬ 
volved.  I  can  understand  the  feeling 
of  the  people  of  a  State  needing  this 
program,  and  that  it  should  be  initiated. 
On  the  other  hand,  I  think  it  is  worth 
while  to  point  out  that  there  are  a  few 
agricultural  States  in  the  Union  which 
have  much  higher  levels  of  agricultural 
development  and  larger  incomes  than 
others.  I  call  back  to  mind  the  purpose 
of  the  act.  It  is  not  to  divide  the  money 
among  the  States,  but  to  reach  and  as¬ 
sist  needed  areas,  wherever  they  may  be. 


Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  undoubtedly  was 
the  purpose  of  the  program  when  it  was 
instituted  in  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  I  do  not  think  it  is  contem¬ 
plated  to  institute  the  program  in  some 
of  the  States. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  certainly  under¬ 
stand  and  agree  with  the  philosophy  of 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  was  not  to  be  used  where  it  is  not 
needed.  A  large  part  of  Florida,  the 
peninsula  part  of  the  State,  is  prosperous 
in  its  agricultural  operations.  Certainly 
we  would  not  expect  any  program  of  this 
kind  to  be  placed  there.  But  that  part 
of  our  State  which  is  producing  basic 
agricultural  commodities,  and  frequently 
in  very  small  amounts  per  farm,  has  felt 
the  difficulties  which  are  generally  pres¬ 
ent  now  in  areas  which  produce  staple 
commodities. 

Two  of  our  counties  have  been  chosen 
for  these  particular  programs.  We  cer¬ 
tainly  would  not  expect  any  portion  of 
our  State  which  is  in  a  prosperous  con¬ 
dition  agriculturally  to  be  favored  by 
having  one  of  these  programs  located 
there. 

I  certainly  think  we  are  all  at  one  on 
this.  We  want  the  program  to  be  es¬ 
tablished  where  it  is  needed;  we  want  it 
to  work  when  it  is  established;  and  we 
want  it  to  be  established  this  coming 
year,  in  the  first  instance,  in  areas  which 
have  not  had  the  benefit  of  it  but  which 
do  have  a  crying  need  for  it. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  I  have  listened 
with  great  interest  to  the  discussion  con¬ 
cerning  rural  development.  I  am  drawn 
into  the  discussion  by  the  fact  that  the 
State  which  I  represent,  in  part,  is  very 
much  interested  in  the  program.  Several 
of  the  pilot  counties  are  located  in  West 
Virginia. 

I  do  not  draw  from  the  discussion 
that  because  of  the  language  any  prefer¬ 
ence  would  be  given  to  the  States  which 
have  not  already  proceeded  with  the 
rural  development  programs.  That 
would  be  based,  as  originally  intended, 
upon  the  need  of  the  locality  and  where 
the  program  could  best  be  worked  out. 

I  wish  to  ask  the  able  Senator  from 
Georgia  to  state  the  total  proposed  ap¬ 
propriation  for  rural  development. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Of  course  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  West  Virginia  knows  that  this 
is  an  intensive  program,  not  a  nation¬ 
wide  program. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  I  understand. 

,  Mr.  RUSSELL.  At  the  present  time  I 
believe  it  applies  to  only  approximately 
57  counties,  of  the  more  than  3,000  coun¬ 
ties  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  Yes;  they  are 
called  pilot  counties,  as  I  recall. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct. 

The  appropriation  for  the  current  year 
is  $2,061,000.  The  appropriation  pro¬ 
posed  for  next  year  is  approximately 
$2,900,000. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  How  do  those  ap¬ 
propriations  compare  with  those  in  prior 
years? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  If  the' bill  as  reported 
by  our  committee  to  the  Senate  is 
enacted,  there  will  be  an  increase  of  ap- 
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proximately  $850,000  in  the  appropria¬ 
tion  for  the  rural  development  program. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia. 

Mi-.  RUSSELL.  That  is  an  approxi¬ 
mate  figure;  I  have  estimated  it. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  have  listened  with 
great  interest  to  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Georgia,  who  has  said  that  the 
present  farm  program  of  the  Federal 
Government  is  destructive  of  the  small 
farmers  of  the  Nation. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  said 
I  thought  the  whole  trend  has  been  one 
which  is  destructive  of  the  small  farm¬ 
ers.  There  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind  that 
we  are  in  an  age  of  bigness.  That  is 
causing  the  increase  in  the  tempo  of 
business.  Industrial  plants  are  becom¬ 
ing  larger.  That  trend  is  found  in  all 
fields  of  activity  in  the  Nation,  and  un¬ 
doubtedly  there  is  a  trend  toward  elimi¬ 
nation  of  the  small  farmers.  All  the 
available  statistics  show  that  is  the  case. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  share  the  appre¬ 
hension  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
about  the  impact  on  our  society  of  elimi¬ 
nation  of  the  small  farmer.  My  con¬ 
cern  is  that  the  programs  thus  far 
evolved  help  the  big  man,  not  the  little 
man. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  share  the  Senator’s 
view. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Am  I  correct  in  un¬ 
derstanding  that,  despite  the  repeated 
statements  which  have  been  made,  the 
present  soil-bank  program  is  not  work¬ 
ing  in  the  way  expected?  I  understand 
that  the  bill  as  reported  to  the  Senate 
contemplates  implementing  the  soil 
bank  with  the  funds  which  will  be 
needed. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes;  within  limits. 
Of  course,  for  this  year  there  is  no  lim¬ 
itation  on  the  amount  which  any  one 
producer  can  receive  from  the  soil  bank. 
I  think  the  largest  payment  made  was 
approximately  $61,000,  and  there  were 
a  number  about  that  size.  But  under 
the  terms  of  the  pending  bill,  as  reported 
to  the  Senate,  there  is  a  limitation  of 
$5,000  on  the  amount  which  any  one 
producer  can  receive.  That  limitation 
is  proposed  because  we  propose  that  the 
total  amount  be  reduced.  Therefore, 
we  propose  the  limitation,  in  order  to 
assure  that  all  the  smaller  producers 
will  be  able  to  participate  in  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Yes.  Does  the  plan 
undertaken  by  the  bill,  as  reported  by 
the  Senate  committee,  differ  from  the 
plan  sponsored  and  approved  by  the 
House  of  Representatives,  in  the  case  of 
the  soil  bank? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  House  voted  to 
eliminate  the  soil  bank  for  the  fiscal 
year  1958,  and  proposed  that  there  be 
no  soil-bank  provision. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  suppose  the  House 
did  so  on  the  basis  of  the  statement  made 
by  the  sponsor  of  the  soil  bank,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture,  and  on  the  basis 
of  the  general  experience,  namely,  that 
the  soil  bank  is  not  workable  and  is  not 
producing  the  results  contemplated. 


Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  wish  to  say  that 
most  of  that  must  be  an  estimate.  The 
only  crop  in  connection  with  which  the 
soil  bank  has  received  any  real  trial, 
and  for  which  we  could  obtain  figures 
for  consideration,  has  been  corn.  Al¬ 
though  a  very  large  amount  of  money 
was  spent  on  the  soil-bank  program  in 
the  commercial  com  area,  the  largest 
crop  of  com  in  history  was  produced. 
From  that  point  of  view,  the  soil-bank 
program  failed.  But  the  weather  con¬ 
ditions,  and  so  forth,  were  exceedingly 
good. 

This  year  we  shall  have  a  real  test  as 
to  whether  the  soil-bank  program  will 
reduce  production — which  was  the  pur¬ 
pose — and  yet  will  enable  the  farmer  to 
have  an  income  similar  to  the  one  he 
would  have  had  if  his  regular  crop  had 
been  produced.  In  my  own  view,  the 
soil-bank  program  cannot  be  truly  ef¬ 
fective,  because  if  a  man  places  in  the 
soil  bank  some  of  the  acreage  he  nor¬ 
mally  uses  for  production,  the  tendency 
will  be  for  him  to  improve — by  means  of 
the  use  of  more  or  better  fertilizer  and 
by  other  means — the  production  on  the 
acreage  remaining  to  him;  and,  as  a  re¬ 
sult,  his  production  per  acre  will  be  in¬ 
creased. 

So,  on  balance,  I  doubt  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  will  produce  the  desired  reduction 
of  production,  unless  there  are  1  or  2 
bad  crop  years. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Then  am  I  correct  in 
understanding  that  the  House  has  voted 
to  eliminate  completely  the  soil-bank 
program,  insofar  as  the  fiscal  year  1958 
is  concerned? 

Mr.  RUSSELL,  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  On  the  other  hand,  I 
understand  that  the  recommendation  of 
the  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Agricultural 
Appropriations  is  that,  within  certain 
limits,  the  soil-bank  program  be  contin¬ 
ued. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  voted  to  direct  the 
Department  not  to  engage  in  a  program 
exceeding  $500  million  for  1958.  In 
other  words,  we  would  authorize  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  that  magnitude.  The  House 
version  of  the  bill  includes  language  pro¬ 
viding  that  there  be  no  soil-bank  pro¬ 
gram  in  1958.  The  bill  as  reported  by 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture 
provides  that  there  may  be  a  soil-bank 
program  of  not  to  exceed  $500  million. 
The  basic  authorization  was  $750  mil¬ 
lion.  So,  the  effect  of  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate  committee  is  to  cut 
$259  million  from  the  authorization. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Let  me  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  to  state  his  opinion 
regarding  the  reason  why  the  soil-bank 
program  should  be  continued,  if  it  has 
not  worked  well,  at  least  in  the  first 
year. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  As  I  stated  a  while 
ago,  a  year’s  experience  has  been  had 
only  with  corn  produced  in  the  com¬ 
mercial  corn  area. 

I  am  not  wedded  to  the  soil  bank. 
I  am  supporting  the  authorization  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  bill  as  reported  to  the 
Senate,  for  the  year  1958,  because  I  hope 
it  will  be  a  means  of  taking  care  of  some 
small,  individual  farmers  during  that 
year,  until  the  Congress  can  enact  an¬ 
other  farm  bill.  The  soil-bank  program 


has  not  worked  out  altogether  well  in 
my  own  State  this  year.  I  know  that 
many  farmers  have  left  their  farms,  and 
I  know  that  has  frequently  been  because 
of  the  soil-bank  program.  In  some  of 
the  small  rural  communities,  the  busi¬ 
ness  interests  are  suffering.  When  a 
farmer  puts  into  the  soil  bank  some  of 
the  land  he  owns,  the  Government  com¬ 
pensates  him  very  fairly.  But  the  result 
is  to  slow  down  the  volume  of  business 
activity  in  the  small  rural  communities. 

However,  the  soil-bank  program  is  the 
only  program  we  have  in  this  field.  I 
say  in  all  frankness  to  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  that  I  am  far  from  enthusiastic 
about  this  program.  I  am  supporting 
it  only  because  it  is  the  only  program 
we  have  for  the  farmer  for  the  year 
1958.  \ 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Does  the  $5,000  limi¬ 
tation  on  the  payments  reflect  itself  in 
the  $250  million  reduction? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No;  not  really  to  that 
extent.  This  year  the  program  is  for 
approximately  $614  million.  So  as 
much  as  could  be  reflected  in  that  way 
would  be  approximately  $100  million. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Then,  am  I  correct 
in  understanding  that  the  view  of  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  regarding  the 
soil-bank  program  is  that  it  does  not 
work  well? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  think  it  would  be 
fairer  to  say  that  it  is  my  judgment 
that  it  is  not  going  to  work  well  this 
year,  because  it  has  not  been  applied  to 
wheat  and  cotton  until  this  year,  and 
no  man  can  say  for  certain  how  it  will 
work  for  them.  It  certainly  did  not 
work  in  the  case  of  corn  last  year.  In 
my  opinion  it  will  not  be  too  effective 
in  the  case  of  wheat  and  cotton  this 
year,  although  I  may  be  mistaken.  I 
have  been  mistaken  many  times  in  my 
life.  I  do  not  say  it  cannot  work;  I  say 
it  has  not  worked  thus  far. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  But  the  House  of 
Representatives  has  stated,  in  effect, 
that  the  soil-bank  program  has  not 
worked,  and  the  House  has  voted  that 
the  entire  soil-bank  program  be  elimi¬ 
nated;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  voted  to  eliminate  the  pro¬ 
gram  completely.  I  hope  the  Senate  will 
take  a  record  vote  on  this  item. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Is  there  to  be  a  rec¬ 
ord  vote  on  it? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  This  is  an  item  in  the 
bill  as  reported  to  the  Senate. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  very  much  indeed. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
my  amendment  identified  as  amend¬ 
ment  B. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  28,  begin¬ 
ning  with  the  colon  in  line  17,  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  strike  out  all  down  through  line 
20,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  a  period. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota. 

The  Chair  would  like  to  remind  the 
Senator  at  this  point  that  the  unanimous 
consent  which  the  Senate  has  agreed  to 
is  now  in  effect. 
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Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  the  purpose  of  my 
suggesting  the  absence  of  a  quorum? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  With  the 
understanding  that  the  time  for  it  be 
taken  from  both  sides. 

.  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  MTJNDT.  With  the  understand¬ 
ing  that  it  not  be  charged  to  either  side. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  It  will  not 
be  charged  against  the  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment;  it  will  be  charged  against  the  bill. 
We  have  additional  time  on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With 
that  understanding,  the  Clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  * 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  How  much 
time  was  consumed  on  the  quorum  call? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Six 
minutes. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  has 
the  floor. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
operating  under  a  unanimous  consent 
agreement  which  allows  30  minutes  to  a 
side,  so  I  ask  the  Chair  to  advise  me  when 
I  have  consumed  10  minutes. 

My  amendment,  Senators,  simply 
strikes  from  the  bill  an  amendment  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  committee  which  is  new, 
novel,  and  untried  insofar  as  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  feature  of  the  legisla¬ 
tion  is  concerned.  { 

At  the  present  time  the  bill  operates 
against  two  fixed  factors,  the  amount  of 
money  which  is  available,  which  in  this 
bill  is  $350  million,  and  the  further  fixed 
limitation  that  no  individual,  no  corpo¬ 
ration,  or  no  farmer  shall  get  over  $5,000 
in  payments  from  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  phase  of  the  soil  bank. 

The  committee  amendment,  which 
was  adopted  by  our  committee  by  a  vote 
of  8  to  11,  provides  a  new  limitation  of 
$7.50  per  acre  as  a  national  average.  I 
opposed  that  limitation  amendment  in 
the  committee.  The  amendment  I  now 
have  before  the  Senate  will  repeal  that 
unfortunate  action  taken  by  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

I  should  like  to  point  out,  first  of  all, 
that  there  is  not  a  single  Senator  in  the 
Chamber  who  knows  exactly  how  that 
committee  provision  is  going  to  affect  the 
farmers  of  his  State,  because  not  a  single 
word  of  testimony  has  been  taken  in 
hearings  on  the  subject.  Nobody  testi¬ 
fied  for  it.  Nobody  testified  against  it. 
The  Department  of  Agriculture  repre¬ 
sentatives  were  not  consulted.  This  is  a 
step  in  a  direction  which,  in  my  opinion, 
will  make  this  program  largely  inopera¬ 
tive  in  37  States  of  the  Union — States 
like  Michigan,  Ohio,  Illinois,  Washing¬ 
ton,  Oregon,  Missouri,  Indiana,  and  New 
York,  where  the  land  values  and  the  pro¬ 
ductivity  are  relatively  high,  because  it 
eliminates  consideration  of  the  proxim¬ 


ity  of  the  land  to  an  urban  area,  or  the 
productivity  of  the  ground,  or  the  type 
of  product  raised  on  the  soil,  and  arbi¬ 
trarily  establishes  a  $7.50  national  aver¬ 
age. 

That  is  the  first  reason  why  I  think 
the  Senate  of  the  United  States  should 
decline  and  refuse  to  gamble  with  the 
prosperity  of  the  farmers  of  the  States  of 
the  Union  by  enacting  legislation  of  this 
kind,  on  which  not  a  single  word  of  testi¬ 
mony  has  been  recorded  and  which 
could  virtually  blackout  entirely  farmers 
of  certain  States  and  producers  of  cer¬ 
tain  products. 

In  the  second  place,  I  point  out  that 
the  provision  creates  a  completely  un¬ 
workable,  impossible  administrative 
monstrosity,  because  when  three  con¬ 
stant  factors  are  added  together — the 
$350  million  which  is  available,  the  $5,000 
limitation,  and  then  the  newly  proposed 
$7.50  per  acre  national  limitation — I  ask 
Senators  to  put  themselves  in  the  place 
of  the  person  administering  it.  It  would 
confound  a  Solomon  and  perplex  a  Plato. 

The  Administrator  could  not  possibly 
sign  up  the  farmers  who  come  in  from 
the  South,  the  North,  or  the  West — the 
farmers  who  would  say,  “How  much  will 
I  get  for  my  conservation  reserve?”  He 
would  have  to  say  to  them,  “We  cannot 
tell  you,  until  every  last  farmer  in  Amer¬ 
ica,  from  every  State  and  county,  has  ap¬ 
plied,  because  we  have  to  meet  a  legisla¬ 
tive  mandate  and  strike  a  $7.50  average.” 

Consequently  it  would  be  impossible  for 
the  farmer  to  come  into  the  county  office, 
negotiate  with  the  county  committee,  and 
receive  for  the  land  the  conservation 
reserve  payments  per  acre  to  which  he 
would  be  entitled  on  the  basis  of  the  pro¬ 
ductive  record  and  economic  factors  in¬ 
volved.  He  would  have  to  wait  until  all 
farmers  from  every  area  had  made  ap¬ 
plication  since  only  then  could  the  na¬ 
tional  average  be  determined. 

The  third  reason  we  should  reject  this 
proposal,  Mr.  President,  is  that  not  a 
single  nickel  of  economy  is  involved  in 
it.  We  are  all  agreed  that  $350  million 
should  be  spent  for  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program,  not  mentioning  how  we 
are  going  to  divide  up  the  $350  million. 
Our  committee  was  unanimous  about 
that.  Who  is  going  to  get  it?  That  is 
the  question.  Is  it  going  to  be  made 
available  only  to  farmers  in  those  States 
which  have  the  cheap  land,  the  arid  land, 
the  eroded  land,  where  the  farmers  can 
come  within  the  $7.50  limitation,  or  will 
it  be  made  available  to  farmers  all  over 
the  country?  The  Senator  from  Idaho, 
for  example,  comes  from  a  State  where 
there  is  irrigated  land.  Not  a  single  acre 
of  irrigated  land  could  come  in  under 
this  program,  at  $7.50  an  acre  as  a  na¬ 
tional  average. 

May  I  point  out  that  at  the  present 
time  only  one  State  in  the  Union  operates 
with  a  $7  average.  That  is  the  State 
of  Nevada.  How  many  people  were  there 
wrho  signed  up  at  the  $7  average  in  Ne¬ 
vada?  One.  One  farmer  signed  up  for 
a  conservation  reserve  at  a  $7  average. 

When  we  extend  that  to  $7.50  and  make 
it  a  national  average  we  will  reduce  the 
efficiency  of  the  program  and  the  scope 
of  the  program,  and  limit  it  to  farmers 
in  areas  where  the  land  lacks  produc¬ 
tivity. 


Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  am  happy  to  yield, 
briefly. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator. 

The  soil  bank  does  call  for  consider¬ 
able  money.  I  think  it  is  a  question  of 
how  long  it  could  be  carried  on  financi¬ 
ally.  But  so  long  as  it  is  to  be  operated, 
its  purpose  is  to  reduce  or  lower  produc¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  We  cannot  do  that  by 
taking  out  of  production  the  poor  and 
unproductive  land.  If  we  are  going  ma¬ 
terially  to  affect  production,  we  will  have 
to  take  out  the  high  producing  acres. 
We  cannot  do  that  for  a  minimum  pay¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  Senator  is  exactly 
correct.  It  would  reduce  the  dividends 
the  country  as  a  whole  would  receive 
materially  from  the  soil  bank  by  limiting 
the  application  of  this  program  to  the 
unproductive  land,  as  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  has  pointed  out. 

Let  me  point  out  something  else  to  the 
Senate.  This  $7.50  provision  creates  a 
great  inequality,  because  it  means  that 
the  people  who  signed  up  for  contracts 
in  1956  or  1957  will  continue  to  be  paid 
at  whatever  average  they  happened  to 
sign  up  for  with  the  local  committees. 
However,  those  people  signing  up  in  1958 
and  the  years  ahead  will  have  to  arbi¬ 
trarily  comply  with  the  $7.50  national 
average.  We  will  have  all  kinds  of  con¬ 
troversies  and  all  kinds  of  confusion, 
with  farmers  within  a  single  county  be¬ 
ing  paid  different  amounts  for  the  very 
same  practices  and  the  same  type  cf 
soil.  Part  of  them  will  be  paid,  by  acci¬ 
dent — of  calendar  date — having  signed 
up  earlier — the  kind  of  payment  to  which 
they  are  entitled,  and  the  other  part  will 
receive,  by  action  of  the  committee,  pay¬ 
ments  scaled  down  to  meet  the  $7.50  na¬ 
tional  average.  Where  is  there  either 
logic  or  justice  in  such  a  program? 

I  will  further  point  out  that  at  the 
present  time  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  has  set  up  as  a  guidepost  for 
itself  a  proposed  national  average  of 
$10.11  per  acre,  but  it  is  not  bound  by 
the  action  of  Congress.  That  is  not  a 
legislative  mandate.  If  the  Department 
should  find  on  the  average  that  it  has 
paid  $12  or  $13,  or  $8.44,  as  was  actually 
the  case  this  year,  they  can  continue  to 
increase  the  amounts  that  are  offered  to 
the  people  in  the  counties,  until  they  can 
attract  the  land  necessary  for  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve,  just  so  long  as  they 
come  within  the  broad  mandates  of  Con¬ 
gress,  pay  no  more  than  $5,000  to  any 
farmer,  and  expend  no  more  than  $350 
million  from  the  standpoint  of  the  total 
amount. 

I  should  like  to  invite  the  attention  of 
Senators  to  page  7663  of  the  Record  of 
yesterday,  the  Record  for  June  10,  1957. 
There  Senators  will  observe  a  chart, 
which  shows  how  this  would  affect  each 
State  and  each  area.  There  it  is  pointed 
out  how  the  law  operates  at  the  present 
time.  It  is  pointed  out  that  the  average 
annual  payment  per  acre  on  signed  con¬ 
tracts  in  almost  every  case — all  but  one, 
incidentally — is  lower  than  the  approved 
annual  payment  rate  per  acre.  They 
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are  lower,  because  In  every  State  there 
are  some  nondiverted  acres,  which  are 
included  in  the  contracts  farmers  make. 
The  nondiverted  acres  are  acres  not 
planted  in  cropland.  These  are  paid 
only  30  percent  of  the  regular  rental 
rate.  If  the  $7.50  is  cut  down  to  30  per¬ 
cent,  it  is  a  very  small  amount. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  has 
yielded  to  himself  has  expired. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  yield  myself  3  addi¬ 
tional  minutes. 

It  is  said,  and  rightly  said,  that  if  we 
adopt  the  $7.50  national  average,  that 
would  not  mean  we  could  not  put  the 
rate  up  in  some  county  and  reduce  it 
elsewhere,  correspondingly.  That  is 
true,  but  certainly  every  time  we  offer 
one  farmer  $10  per  acre  to  retire  his 
land  in  the  conservation  reserve,  some 
other  farmer  has  to  be  offered,  and  has 
to  accept,  $5  per  acre.  If  we  offer  a 
farmer  more  than  $10  per  acre,  then 
some  other  farmer  must  be  cut  down 
below  $5. 

It  has  been  demonstrated  from  the 
Record  that  in  Nevada,  which  is  prob¬ 
ably  not  the  plushiest  and  most  produc¬ 
tive  agricultural  State  in  the  Union, 
where  they  tried  to  operate  with  a  $7 
average  per  acre,  one  lone  Nevada 
farmer  walked  up  to  a  county  some  place 
and  signed  up  in  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve — one,  and  one  only. 

I  say  we  are  entitled  to  give  this  pro¬ 
gram  a  fair  trial.  We  are  entitled  to  give 
the  administrator  a  chance  to  operate 
and  make  the  program  availble,  so  that  it 
can  reduce  the  number  of  acres,  provide 
fertility,  and  bank  it  ahead  for  the  years 
to  come. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  at  this  point  in  my  remarks,  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  a  carbon  copy  of  a 
letter  dated  June  11,  1957,  sent  by  Mr. 
Earl  L.  Butz,  acting  secretary,  to  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee,  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Georgia,  the  Hon¬ 
orable  Richard  Russell,  which  explains 
some  of  the  reasoning  stated  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  I  read  one 
sentence: 

We  are  greatly  disturbed  lest  the  $7.50 
national  average  rate  be  so  low  as  to  nullify 
the  entire  program. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

June  11,  1957. 

Hon.  Richard  Russell, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Russell:  There  are  two  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  USDA  appropriation  bill  as  re¬ 
ported  from  your  committee  which  disturb 
the  Department  seriously.  This  letter  is 
written  so  that  you  may  be  advised  of  these 
danger  points  before  final  action  is  taken  in 
the  Senate.  Your  assistance  in  bringing 
about  the  changes  noted  is  respectfully  re¬ 
quested. 

1.  We  appreciate  very  much  your  commit¬ 
tee’s  action  in  raising  the  conservation  acre¬ 
age  limit  to  $350  million.  We  feel  that  this 
action  indicates  an  awareness  of  the  need  for 
more  realistic  limits,  but  we  are  greatly  dis¬ 
turbed  lest  the  $7.50  national  average  rate  be 
so  low  as  to  nuUify  the  entire  program. 

It  is  entirely  unrealistic  to  have  an  au¬ 
thorization  of  $350  million  and  a  $7.50  na¬ 
tional  rate.  This  would  appear  to  contem¬ 
plate  the  establishment  of  a  1957-58  goal 
of  between  twenty  and  thirty  million  acres 


($7.50  rental  rate  plus  the  cover  practices, 
divided  Into  the  $350  million)  in  contrast  to 
the  actual  achievement  of  less  than  7  million 
in  1956-57  with  the  $10.11  rate. 

If  we  could  acquire  no  more  than  6%  mil¬ 
lion  acres  toward  a  goal  of  20  million  at 
$10.11,  it  seems  hardly  reasonable  to  expect 
any  appreciable  amount  with  the  sharply 
reduced  figure  of  $7.50. 

We  strongly  feel  that  this  national  average 
figure  should  be  increased. 

2.  The  1957  acreage  reserve  program  of  the 
soil  bank  was  based  upon  the  authority  con¬ 
tained  in  the  original  act  of  $750  million,  but 
it  resulted  in  a  commitment  of  only  $600  mil¬ 
lion.  The  administrative  difficulty  of  oper¬ 
ating  a  voluntary  program  such  as  the  acre¬ 
age  reserve  does  not  permit  the  utilization 
of  the  maximum  funds  available.  It  is 
therefore  obvious  that  limiting  the  expendi¬ 
tures  to  $500  million  would  allow  the  actual 
utilization  of  a  total  figure  considerably  lower 
than  that. 

The  administration  has  always  taken  the 
position  that  the  acreage  reserve  program  is 
a  temporary  measure,  designed  to  bring 
about  a  sharp  reduction  of  acreage  over  a 
short  period  of  time.  If  the  goal  is  to  spend 
$500  million  in  this  endeavor,  then  obviously 
In  a  voluntary  program,  the  authorized 
ceiling  must  be  set  at  a  considerably  higher 
figure.  If,  however,  the  goal  is  to  bring  about 
the  greatest  possible  acreage  reduction  under 
the  provision  of  the  law,  then  there  should 
be  no  ceiling  at  all,  and  every  farmer  should 
be  given  a  full  opportunity  to  share  in  the 
program  if  he  chooses.  You  have  seen  the 
disappointment  in  the  faces  of  farmers  in 
your  State  who  were  turned  away — and  you 
were  quick  to  endorse  our  efforts  to  see  that 
all  were  given  an  opportunity  to  participate. 

We  feel  that  these  two  changes  are  so  vital 
to  the  goals  of  both  your  committee  and  the 
Department  that  we  respectfully  solicit  your 
support  in  the  Senate  as  these  measures  are 
considered. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Earl  L.  Butz, 

Acting  Secretary. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  do  not  believe  that  the 
Senate  capriciously,  without  a  word  of 
'  testimony,  wishes  to  scrap  and  scuttle 
the  soil  bank,  or  to  jeopardize  it  to  the 
point  of  nullifying  the  entire  program. 

I  al§o  ask  unanimous  consent,  Mr. 
President,  to  have  printed  in  the  Record 
some  comments  on  charges  that  the  soil- 
bank  program  attracts  nonfarm  people 
to  purchase  farmland  and  place  it  in 
conservation  reserve  which  I  have  had 
prepared  because  a  study  has  been  made 
of  that,  and  there  is  no  evidence  that 
that  has  become  in  any  sense  a  national 
nuisance  or  weakness  in  "the  program. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  com¬ 
ments  were  ordered  to  be  printed  ih  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Comments  on  Charges  That  Soil-Bank  Pro¬ 
gram  Attracts  Nonfarm  People  To  Pur¬ 
chase  Farmland  and  Place  It  in  Conserva¬ 
tion  Reserve 

Several  news  and  feature  stories  recently 
have  charged  that  land  has  been  purchased 
by  nonfarm  interests,  placed  in  the  conser¬ 
vation  reserve,  and  that  the  annual  payments 
during  the  life  of  the  conservation  reserve 
contract  pay  a  large  portion  of  the  purchase 
price.  The  following  facts  relate  to  these 
charges. 

In  our  free  society  nonfarm  people  are 
not  only  free  to  purchase  land  from  farmers 
with  or  without  a  soil-bank  program,  but 
this  has  been  done  increasingly  since  World 
War  I.  There  is  little  evidence  to  show  that 
such  purchases  in  1957  ultimately  are  fol¬ 
lowed  by  conservation  reserve  contracts  to 
any  greater  extent  than  land  purchased  and 


operated  by  active  farmers.  In  fact,  there  is 
some  evidence  to  the  contrary. 

The  Department  was  authorized  to  com¬ 
mit  up  to  $450  million  for  the  1956  conser¬ 
vation  reserve  program  and  the  same  amount 
for  the  1957  program.  Of  the  $900  million 
authorized  by  Congress  only  $124,186,000 
were  obligated  through  the  April  15,  1957, 
closing  date  for  signing  1957  conservation 
reserve  contracts.  If  rates  offered  by  the 
Department  were  as  attractive  to  nonfarm 
people  as  has  sometimes  been  charged  it 
would  seem  that  the  programs  would  have 
resulted  in  the  obligation  of  a  greater  per¬ 
centage  of  the  amount  authorized  by  Con¬ 
gress. 

Participation  in  the  conservation  reserve 
has  been  lowest  near  large  population  cen¬ 
ters  of  nonfarm  people  and  highest  in  strictly 
rural  regions.  For  example,  no  conservation 
reserve  contracts  were  signed  in  Westchester, 
Rockland,  or  Nassau  Counties  in  New  York; 
in  Fairfield  County,  Conn.;  or  in  Bergen, 
Passaic,  Hudson,  or  Essex  Counties,  N.  J., 
which  surround  New  York  City.  Similarly, 
no  contracts  were  signed  in  Middlesex  and 
Norfolk  Counties  adjointing  Boston,  Mass.; 
only  1  contract  was  signed  in  the  county  in 
which  Pittsburgh  is  located;  3  contracts 
were  signed  in  the  county  of  which  Cleve¬ 
land,  Ohio,  is  the  county  seat;  none  were 
signed  in  the  counties  in  which  Cincinnati, 
St.  Louis,  and  San  Francisco  are  located; 
only  11  contracts  were  signed  in  the  county 
of  which  Detroit  is  the  county  seat;  Dallas 
County,  Tex.,  has  only  1  contract;  and  Los 
Angeles  County,  Calif.,  has  only  9  contracts. 
In  contrast  to  these  statistics,  several  coun¬ 
ties  in  rural  up-State  New  York  have  from 
100  to  162  contracts;  several  agricultural 
counties  in  Ohio  have  nearly  100  contracts; 
while  the  farming  areas  of  Texas  frequently 
have  from  100  to  over  300  contracts  per 
county. 

The  attached  table  shows  the  relative  un¬ 
popularity  of  the  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
gram  close  to  urban  centers: 

Conservation  reserve  program:  Contracts 

signed  through  Apr.  15,  1957 ,  in  specified 

metropolitan  areas 


City 

County  in  which 

Name 

located 

Num¬ 
ber 
con¬ 
tracts  1 

Con¬ 
tracts 
in  all 
adjoin¬ 
ing 
coun¬ 
ties 

Boston . . 

Suffolk . 

None 

Nona 

New  York  City _ 

Various . . 

None 

None 

Philadelphia _ 

Philadelphia.— 

None 

29 

Allegheny _ 

1 

100 

Cuyahoea _ 

3 

103 

None 

67 

11 

147 

3 

25 

5 

51 

St.  Louis _ 

None 

4 

Orleans _ 

None 

None 

Harris _ _ 

11 

17 

San  Francisco _ 

San  Francisco— 

None 

4 

Los  Angeles _ 

9 

9 

Total,  14  metro- 

43 

556 

politan  areas. 

t 

1  The  average  number  of  contracts  for  all  counties  in 
the  United  States,  both  rural  and  urban,  is  28. 

Prepared  by:  CSS,  Soil  Bank  Division,  June  8,  1957. 


Mr.  MUNDT.  I  yield  back  any  re¬ 
maining  time. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  2  minutes? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  Mundt]  has  stated  the  question  so 
clearly  and  so  well  that  there  is  nothing 
which  can  be  added.  I  wish  to  say  that 
I  fully  concur  with  his  remarks. 
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I  am  a  member  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee.  I  endeavored  toprevent  the 
$7.50  ceiling  being  placed  upon  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program  of  the  soil 
oank.  I  believe  it  will  have  the  effect  of 
defeating  the  program. 

We  have  endeavored  to  encourage  par¬ 
ticipation  under  the  conservation  reserve 
aspect  of  the  soil  bank,  because  it  is  soil 
building,  and  it  will  take  out  of  produc¬ 
tion  many  acres  of  land. 

These  are  long-term  contracts.  This 
is  a  3 -year  or  more  program.  Therefore, 
this  will  be  a  soil  building  program  over 
the  years,  and  will  preserve  the  fertility 
of  the  land.  I  think  the  limitation  would 
be  a  very  serious  mistake,  and  that  it 
would  have  the  effect  of  destroying  one 
aspect  of  the  soil  bank  program  which 
Congress  enacted  only  a  year  ago. 

We  have  no  actual  history  of  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  functioning,  to  determine 
whether  it  is  advisable  to  continue  this 
program  in  the  future.  I  most  strongly 
urge  my  colleagues  to  defeat  this  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  conservation  reserve  aspect 
of  the  soil  bank  by  the  adoption  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt]. 

If  there  is  any  additional  time,  I  yield 
the  time  back. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  THYE.  I  yield,  if  I  have  any  time 
left. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator’s  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  yield  an  additional 
minute  to  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  to 
answer  the  question  of  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  have  before  me  a 
statement  which  indicates  that  last  year 
about  7  million  acres  went  into  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program,  at  an  average 
payment,  as  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  has  said,  of  $8.84  an  acre.  Does 
the  Senator  believe  that  reducing  the 
average  annual  payment  to  $7.50  would 
bring  about  the  results  which  the  soil 
bank  program  is  designed  to  accomplish? 
Would  it  bring  into  the  soil  bank  pro¬ 
gram  sufficient  acreage  to  cover  the 
$350  million? 

Mr.  THYE.  It  would  not.  We  had 
hoped,  when  we  enacted  the  soil  bank 
law,  that  20  million  acres  would  come 
under  the  conservation  provision  of  the 
soil  bank.  We  did  not  succeed  in  ob¬ 
taining  that  large  an  acreage  in  con¬ 
tracts  last  year,  and  we  have  not  suc¬ 
ceeded  so  far  this  year.  For  that  reason, 
if  we  reduce  the  amount  per  acre,  we  can 
be  certain  that  a  lesser  number  of  acres 
will  come  in  under  contract,  and  that 
there  will  be  fewer  participants  in  the 
program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator’s  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield 
me  some  time? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  believe  that  the  time 
available  to  me  is  almost  exhausted.  I 
suggest  that  the  proponents  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  have  time. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
had  no  requests  for  time.  I  intend  to 
take  about  10  or  12  minutes  on  this 
amendment,  as  the  proponent  of  the 


committee  amendment.  I  think  I  am 
entitled  to  do  so  at  the  conclusion  of 
the  debate.  I  have  received  no  requests 
for  time  from  any  other  Senator.  I 
doubt  very  much  if  I  shall  require  more 
than  half  the  time  available  to  me. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota.  I 
firmly  believe  that  if  the  committee  pro¬ 
vision  is  retained  in  the  bill  and  becomes 
law,  we  may  just  as  well  save  $350  mil¬ 
lion  of  the  Federal  taxpayers’  money.  I 
cannot  conceive  how  the  program  would 
ever  function  under  the  committee  pro¬ 
posal. 

The  only  way  to  appraise  a  farm  pro¬ 
gram  is  to  try  to  understand  how  it 
actually  works  on  the  farm.  In  Kansas 
last  year  we  were  paying  $10  an  acre  for 
soil  conservation  acreage  reserve  land. 
In  1958,  if  the  committee  provision  pre¬ 
vails,  we  shall  be  paying  $7.50  an  acre. 

It  is  reasonable  to  assume  that  about 
1  million  acres  of  marginal  land  were 
taken  out  of  production.  Most  marginal 
land  was  taken  out  at  $10  an  acre.  How 
could  we  expect  a  farmer  in  our  State 
who  lives  on  land  adjoining  land  which 
was  taken  out  of  production  last  year 
for  $10  an  acre,  to  take  his  land  out  at 
$7.50?  I  contend  that  the  restriction 
would  completely  destroy  the  program. 

I  believe  that  this  program  offers  a 
great  opportunity.  I  think  it  is  the  best 
part  of  the  soil-bank  program.  I  agree 
with  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
with  regard  to  the  soil-bank  program  as 
a  whole.  I  do  not  have  very  much  faith 
in  the  acreage  reserve  program,  but  I 
have  great  faith  in  the  conservation 
reserve  feature  of  the  program. 

If  we  had  paid  $6.50,  or  if  we  had  had 
a  $7.50  limitation  last  year,  and  then  in¬ 
creased  it  to  $10  for  this  year,  we  would 
have  rendered  a  real  service  to  soil  con¬ 
servation,  and  the  program  would  have 
worked. 

I  would  sincerely  regret  to  see  the 
limitation  in  the  committee  amendment 
approved.  I  hope  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  will  pre¬ 
vail.  There  are  millions  of  acres  of 
marginal  land  which  should  be  put  back 
into  grass.  We  have  an  opportunity 
to  have  it  put  back  into  grass,  if  we 
adopt  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota.  If  we  adopt  the 
committee  amendment,  I  think  it  will 
be  the  end  of  the  soil-conservation  re¬ 
serve  program. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield 
to  me? 

-  Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
inquire  how  much  time  I  have? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  has  13  min¬ 
utes  remaining.  The  opponents  of  the 
amendment  have  30  minutes. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  distinguished  Senator  3 
minutes,  even  if  he  wishes  to  employ  it 
for  purposes  of  subversion. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is 
very  generous. 


Mr.  MUNDT.  I  yield  2  minutes 
from  the  time  of  the  proponents  of  my 
amendment. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  very  grateful 
to  the  Senator  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  is  about 
to  attack  the  position  of  the  committee. 
If  he  does  not  wish  to  use  the  3  min¬ 
utes — 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  most  grateful. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is  the 
understanding  of  the  Chair  that  3 
minutes  have  been  allocated  from  the 
time  of  the  opponents  of  the  Mundt 
amendment,  and  2  minutes  from  the 
time  of  the  proponents,  or  a  total  of  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  in 
the  2  minutes  allowed  me  by  the  pro¬ 
ponents  of  the  pending  amendment,  I 
wish  to  make  1  or  2  observations. 

It  is  understandable  that  in  a  program 
as  new  as  the  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
gram  there  may  be  some  abuses.  It  is 
also  understandable  that  it- requires  a 
certain  period  of  time  to  arrive  at  fair 
rental  prices,  in  terms  of  not  only  the 
fair  rental  rate,  but  a  rate  which  will  act 
as  an  incentive  to  gaining  compliance  or 
participation  in  the  program. 

There  was  established,  as  a  national 
goal  for  the  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
gram,  some  20  million  acres  to  be  re¬ 
moved  from  production.  The  going  rate 
was  about  $10.11  an  acre.  That  rate  of 
$10.11  an  acre  as  a  national  average  pro¬ 
duced  less  than  7  million  acres  of  farmer 
participation. 

I  happen  to  believe  that  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  program  merits  continued 
national  support.  -■ 

The  acreage  reserve  program  is  of  an 
emergency,  temporary  nature,  designed 
to  remove  a  great  many  acres  from  pro¬ 
duction  under  the  price  support  program, 
in  order  to  reduce  immediately  the  sur¬ 
pluses  which  had  accumulated  under  the 
farm  program. 

The  conservation  reserve  program  is 
designed  to  conserve  land,  to  take  out  of 
production  marginal  land,  to  reforest 
land,  and  to  put  some  land  that  was  in 
production  back  into  grass.  It  was  de¬ 
signed  as  a  real  soil  bank  for  the  years 
to  come. 

It  has  had  a  very  weak  start  at  $10.11 
an  acre  for  a  national  average;  and  I 
submit  that  to  reduce  the  price  to  $7.50 
would  only  weaken  the  program  further. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  is  evidence 
that  it  would  be  wise  to  have  a  higher 
figure  than  even  the  present  national 
average  of  $10.11  an  acre,  in  order  to 
encourage  participation  by  the  fanners 
who  own  the  land. 

One  complaint  which  has  been  made 
is  that  a  great  deal  of  land  has  been 
taken  out  of  production  by  nonfarmer 
owners.  I  suppose  there  are  some  non¬ 
farmer  owners  who  have  bought  up  land 
and  have  put  the  land  under  contract 
with  the  conservation  reserve.  I  have 
no  doubt  that  there  is  plenty  of  that, 
to  start  with.  But  the  Department  was 
authorized  to  commit  about  $450  mil¬ 
lion  a  year  for  2  years,  1956  and  1957. 
Of  that  amount  of  $900  million,  which 
has  been  authorized  by  Congress,  only 
$124,186,000  has  been  obligated,  through 
April  15,  1957. 
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If  the  business  people,  tne  insurance 
interests,  and  the  nonfarm  people  had 
been  abusing  this  program,  there  would 
have  been  considerably  more  obligated 
than  $124,186,000.  If  the  rates  being- 
offered  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
today  were  excessive,  we  can  rest  assured 
that  the  nonfarming  investors  would 
have  been  utilizing  this  program  to  a 
much  greater  extent  than  they  have 
done  to  date. 

I  hope  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  will  be  adopted.  I 
believe  there  is  little  or  no  dispute  about 
the  fact  that  we  should  change  the  pres¬ 
ent  situation,  and  there  is  much  that 
would  indicate  that  we  should  continue 
to  develop  some  history  under  this  pro¬ 
gram,  so  as  to  provide  for  its  effective¬ 
ness. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The 
Senator’s  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  We  are  ready  to  vote  if 
there  is  no  further  debate.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  back  the 
remainder  of  his  time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Minnesota  has  no  time  to 
yield  back.  His  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  a  statement  on 
the  pending  subject. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Cooper 

I  was  gratified  to  see  that  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  has  recommended 
restoring  funds  for  operation  of  the  acreage 
reserve  program  of  the  soil  bank  in  1958,  to 
a  total  of  $350  million.  An  impartial  ap¬ 
praisal  of  the  value  of  this  program  must 
necessarily  await  the  results  of  the  1957 
operations.  The  results  in  terms  of  reduc¬ 
ing  surplus  production  may  not  then  appear 
to  justify  the  cost.  But  this  program  was 
also  designed  by  the  Congress  to  protect  and 
increase  farm  income,  and  should  not  be 
abandoned  until  we  have  something  better 
to  take  its  place. 

“Don’t  be  an  in-and-outer”  is  time-tested 
advice  for  any  farmer  considering  his  indi¬ 
vidual  operations — and  is  sound  counsel  for 
those  charged  with  responsibility  for  our 
national  farm  programs  as  well.  It  may  be 
that  the  continuing  examination  of  this  and 
our  other  farm  programs,  both  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
will  point  to  helpful  modifications  which 
can  be  made  to  improve  and  build  on  this 
program  in  the  year  of  grace  provided  by  this 
authorization. 

SOIL  BANK - CONSERVATION  RESERVE 

On  the  other  hand,  I  oppose  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  recommendations  regarding  the 
conservation  reserve.  Appropriating  an  ad¬ 
ditional  $100  million  for  this  work  will  be 
an  idle  gesture  if  limitations  are  imposed  so 
that  only  a  fraction  of  the  $350  million  now 
in  the  Senate  bill  can  be  used.  A  national 
average  rental  payment  of  $7.50  per  acre  is 
just  such  a  restriction  which  will  tend  to 
defeat  the  program. 

Last  year,  the  average  payment  in  Ken¬ 
tucky  was  $8.57  per  acre  and  ip  the  Nation 
$8.84.  It  is  hard  to  believe  that  an  average 
of  $7.50  per  acre  will  attract  more  farmers. 
Even  in  Kentucky,  $7.50  per  acre  will  attract 
only  the  least-productive  land — and  very 
little  of  that.  It  would  do  little  or  nothing 
to  decrease  crop  production,  which  is  one 
purpose  of  the  program. 

The  conservation  reserve,  it  seems  to  me,  is 
the  part  of  the  soil  bank  of  greatest  long- 
range  value.  It  is  the  part  which  can  con¬ 


tribute  positively  to  our  deposit  of  national 
wealth  as  it  builds  value  back  into  the  soil 
and  onto  the  land.  It  has  been  subject  to 
comparatively  little  controversy,  and  has 
met  with  general  satisfaction,  as  farm  pro¬ 
grams  go.  Although  off  to  a  more  modest 
beginning  than  the  acreage  reserve,  it  ap¬ 
pears  to  lend  itself  to  improvement  as  ex¬ 
perience  is  gained  with  the  possibilities  it 
offers.  We  should  make  that  improvement 
possible  instead  of  hamstringing  this  pro¬ 
gram. 

The  conservation  reserve  best  lives  up  to 
the  soil  bank  name.  It  pays  dividends  to  the 
farmer,  and  to  the  Nation,  in  the  form  of 
increased  soil  fertility,  enhanced  land  values, 
improved  conservation  practices.  In  this 
way,  it  builds  for  the  future  in  addition  to 
helping  adjust  past  and  present  problems  of 
surplus  production. 

I  urge  the  Senate  to  consider  carefully 
what  the  effect  of  this  proposed  per-acre 
limitation  on  conservation  reserve  payments 
will  be— in  terms  of  the  possibly  disastrous 
effect  on  the  conservation  reserve,  and  in 
terms  of  yet  another  off-again,  on-again 
farm  program. 

If  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  to 
carry  out  the  responsibilities  with  which  it 
is  charged  for  operating  an  effective  conser¬ 
vation  reserve,  it  surely  should  be  given  the 
necessary  discretion  in  setting  these  rates. 
For  myself,  I  believe  an  average  rate  at  least 
as  high  as  last  year’s  national  average  of  $10 
an  acre  is  needed  to  obtain  greatest  benefit 
from,  and  wider  participation  in,  this  worth¬ 
while  program,  but  at  least  it  should  not  be 
cut  to  $7.50.  The  limitation  of  a  total  pay¬ 
ment  of  $5,000  to  one  individual  protects 
against  abuse. 

I  would  like  to  mention  here  that  several 
ways  in  which  an  effective  conservation  re¬ 
serve  may  contribute  substantially  toward 
solving  what  have  been  persistent  and  diffi¬ 
cult  farm  problems — provided  it  is  not  crip¬ 
pled  by  unrealistic  or  arbitrary  limitations. 
First,  it  directly  attacks  the  troublesome 
problem  of  diverted  acres — which  has  been 
a  source  of  very  great  difficulty  in  connection 
with  our  wheat,  cotton,  and  rice  programs. 

Second,  it  makes  a  positive  contribution 
for  the  future,  in  improved  individual  farm¬ 
lands  and  in  our  basic  national  resource,  as 
I  have  mentioned.  For  farmers  themselves,* 
and  for  the  Nation,  it  provides  a  “nest  egg’’ 
which  may  prove  of  great  value  in  future 
years.  In  this,  it  is  in  the  best  traditions  of 
our  long-established  soil-  and  water-conser¬ 
vation  programs. 

Third,  when  entire  farms  are  put  into 
the  soil  bank  in  this  way,  there  is  no  longer 
a  problem  of  increased  yield  on  these  re¬ 
duced  acres.  As  my  colleagues  well  know, 
this  continuing  problem  is  in  large  measure 
responsible  for  the  difficulty  in  which  we 
find  our  farm  programs  today — both  in  our 
price-support  programs  and  in  the  acreage 
reserve.  Quantitative  controls  may  provide 
an  answer  to  smaller  and  smaller  allotments 
for  some  commodities,  but  meanwhile  we 
should  not  ignore  the  new  advance  made 
on  this  front  so  far — in  the  conservation 
reserve. 

Fourth,  it  provides  a  continuing,  stable 
program,  with  contracts  of  3,  5,  and  10  years’ 
duration.  As  a  longer-range  program,  and 
compared  to  the  attention  received  by  the 
acreage  reserve,  the  conservation  reserve  is 
developing  more  slowly,  and,  I  believe,  more 
soundly.  It  can  continue  to  develop  in  use¬ 
fulness  if  rental  payments  can  be  set  at 
the  levels  necessary  to  make  the  program 
work. 

Finally,  the  conservation  reserve  promises 
(through  the  farm-pond  practices)  to  help 
stabilize  our  water  tables,  to  keep  runoff 
at  the  headwaters  of  our  watersheds,  to 
conserve  moisture  on  the  hills  and  steeper 
slopes  being  planted  to  trees  and  reseeded 
to  grass.  It  is  a  most  important  element  in 
our  reforestation  program.  I  believe  the 
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conservation  reserve  will  be  effective  in  help¬ 
ing  attain  these  desirable  and  long-estab¬ 
lished  goals.  In  future  years  we  may  well 
look  back  on  the  conservation-reserve  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  soil  bank  as  a  central,  valuable 
part  of  our  various  farm  programs— reach¬ 
ing  out  in  many  directions  to  assist  in  solv¬ 
ing  our  manifold  farm  problems. 

I  therefore  urge  the  Senate  to  sustain  the 
full  amount  recommended  by  the  committee, 
but  to  eliminate  the  $7.50  limitation  which 
would  nullify  the  effectiveness  of  this  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  as  a 
friend  of  and  a  firm  believer  in  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program,  I  rise  to  sup¬ 
port  the  committee  amendment.  The 
amendment  was  not  in  its  present  form 
when  it  was  originally  adopted  by  the 
subcommittee,  and  a  great  deal  of  the 
argument  and  material  offered  here  to¬ 
day  in  opposition  to  the  amendment  is 
not  applicable,  because  it  applies  to  the 
original  amendment,  which  limited  the 
payments  within  the  States  to  an  average 
of  $7.  The  amendment  as  now  written 
limits  the  average  over  the  Nation  to 
$7.50. 

I  will  not  bore  the  Senate,  or  those 
Members  of  the  Senate  who  are  present, 
with  reading  the  formula  which  was  de¬ 
vised  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
for  the  application  of  the  program.  I 
have  undertaken  to  look  into  this  pro¬ 
gram  and  I  can  assure  the  Senate  that 
the  committee  amendment  will  permit 
payments  per  acre  at  as  great  a  rate  as 
those  which  have  been  made  within  any 
State,  although  it  will  compel  a  national 
reduction,  on  the  average,  of  about  $1.24 
an  acre  for  the  rental  payments. 

In  my  opinion,  such  a  reduction  is  not 
only  justifiable,  but  is  desirable.  We  are 
dealing  now  with  a  program  that  can  last 
for  10  years.  When  $1  is  committed 
for  rental  payment,  it  means  that  on  the 
10-year  contract  the  dollar  must  be  paid 
10  times. 

Therefore,  when  we  talk  about  this 
$350  million  program,  we  must  bear  in 
mind  the  fact  that  we  are  dealing  in 
terms  of  billions  of  dollars  and  not  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars,  because  it  would  run 
to  $3  Ms  billion. 

I  believe  in  this  program,  but,  in  my 
opinion,  if  Congress  does  not  adopt  an 
amendment  which  will  bring  about  a  re¬ 
duction  in  some  of  the  payments  which 
are  being  made,  and  put  a  stop  to  some 
of  the  things  which  are  being  done  under 
this  program,  we  will  have  ample  cause 
to  regret  it. 

Senators  will  have  cause  to  regret  it 
because  they  will  be  criticized  for  com¬ 
mitting  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States  to  payments  of  this  nature  over 
such  a  long  period  of  time,  when  they 
are  not  justified.  Senators  who  are 
really  interested  in  farm  legislation  will 
face  a  reaction  in  the  form  of  a  revul¬ 
sion  of  public  sentiment,  which  will 
come  about  when  all  the  things  that  are 
being  done  under  this  program  are 
revealed. 

I  realize  that  the  purpose  is  to  take 
land  out  of  production.  However,  how 
are  Senators  going  to  justify  paying 
$1,062  for  building  a  fishpond  and  then, 
paying  the  farmer  $11  an  acre  for  10 
years  for  the  land  that  is  covered  by  the 
water  in  the  fishpond? 
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That  is  an  extreme  case,  but  it  is  a 
case  that  has  happened  already  under 
this  program. 

When  the  columnists  start  to  write 
about  it,  they  will  not  write  about  the 
hundred  meritorious  cases,  but  they  will 
write  about  something  like  that.  The  re¬ 
sult  will  be  to  condemn  the  new  farm 
legislation,  and  to  raise  an  issue  against 
every  Senator  who  does  not  show  some 
interest  in  at  least  trying  to  bring  about 
some  modification  of  this  program. 

The  committee  amendment  does  not 
affect  the  practice  payments,  some  of 
the  which  range  as  high  as  $88.74  an 
acre.  For  the  planting  of  trees,  a  farmer 
gets  $88.74  an  acre  as  a  practice  pay¬ 
ment.  He  will  get  an  average  rental  pay¬ 
ment  for  10  years,  and  he  will  wind  up 
getting  more  than  $200  from  the  Govern¬ 
ment  for  improving  1  acre  of  his  own 
land,  and  that  he  still  retains  the  land. 

Senators  may  be  able  to  justify  such  a 
condition  if  they  wish  to  do  so.  I  think 
we  ought  to  put  up  a  little  sign  reading, 
“Bring  this  down.”  The  $1.24-an-acre 
reduction  on  the  rental  payments  will 
not  hurt  the  program.  It  will  help  the 
program. 

I  know  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
is  opposing  the  committee  amendment. 
There  has  never  been  any  commission  on 
agriculture  that  did  not  believe  its  for¬ 
mula  to  be  sacrosanct,  and  did  not  be¬ 
lieve  itself  to  be  omiscient. 

I  read  to  the  Senate  the  formula  the 
Department  has  used.  I  have  not  been 
able  completely  to  understand  it.  Some 
of  my  learned  brethren  may  be  able  to 
understand  it.  It  provides : 

Formula  for  Determining  State  Conserva¬ 
tion  Reserve  Regular  Annual  Rates  for 

1957-57 

Conservation  reserve  regular  annual  pay¬ 
ment  rates  per  acre  were  established  for  each 
State  composed  of : 

I.  A  constant  amount  of  $5  per  acre,  plus 

H.  A  variable  amount  per  acre  determined 
separately  as  follows: 

A.  Establishing  a  State  productivity  index 
representing  the  corn  feed  value  equivalent 
of  nonirrigated  oats,  barley,  sorghum  grain, 
and  6  types  of  hay  yields  for  the  most  recent 
available  10-year  period. 

B.  Establishing  a  State  land  value  index  of 
farmland  using  a  ceiling  of  $200  per  acre  for 
States  having  average  values  higher  than 
$200  (to  exclude  influence  of  mineral  and 
urban  values) . 

C.  Establishing  a  composite  State  index  by 
giving  the  productivity  index  (A)  a  weight 
of  3  and  the  land  value  index  (B)  a  weight 
of  1,  and  dividing  the  sum  by  4. 

D.  Multiplying  $5  by  the  State  composite 
index  (C). 

The  national  weighted  average  of  the  State 
rates  resulting  from  the  sum  of  I  and  II 
above  is  $10.09  per  acre. 

III.  For  example,  for  a  typical  State: 

A.  The  productivity  index  of  equivalent 
corn  feed  value  of  the  9  crops  described  in 
II-A  above  was  74  percent  of  the  national 
average. 

B.  The  land  value  index  described  in  II-B 
above  was  41  percent  of  the  national  aver¬ 
age. 

C.  The  composite  State  index  described  in 
H-C  above  was  65.75  percent. 

D.  The  composite  index  multiplied  by  the 
$5  national  variable  rate  resulted  in  a  varia¬ 
ble  rate  for  the  State  of  $3.29. 


E.  When  the  variable  rate  of  $3.29  de¬ 
scribed  in  II-D  and  III-D  above  was  added 
to  the  constant  $5  rate  for  all  States  de¬ 
scribed  in  I  above,  the  indicated  result  is 
$8.29.  This  was  rounded  to  the  whole  num¬ 
ber  of  $8  as  shown  in  the  regulations. 

Section  485.163  Annual  payments— (a) 
Amount  of  payment.  An  annual  payment 
will  be  made  to  the  producers  on  the  farm 
for  the  period  of  the  contract  upon  determi¬ 
nation  by  the  county  committee  that  they 
have  fulfilled  the  provisions  of  the  contract 
entitling  them  to  such  payment.  The 
amount  of  the  annual  payment  shall  be  de¬ 
termined  by  multiplying  the  rate  or  rates  of 
payment  per  acre  determined  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  (b)  or  paragraph  (c)  of  this 
section  by  the  number  of  acres  determined 
in  accordance  with  paragraph  (d)  of  this 
section. 

That  is  the  formula  which  has  been 
established.  It  will  be  seen  that  what  is 
provided  and  what  we  are  not  supposed 
to  touch,  because  it  is  sacrosanct,  is  an 
average  rental  payment  that  is  based  on 
a  certain  kind  of  hay,  indeed,  on  six 
kinds  of  hay.  If  a  farmer  does  not  grow 
1  of  those  6  kinds  of  hay,  it  will 
weigh  greatly  against  him  in  applying 
the  formula.  That  shows  that  this  is 
not  something  that  is  so  sacrosanct  that 
we  may  not  even  look  at  it. 

I  am  a  friend  of  conservation.  I  have 
stood  on  the-  floor  of  the  Senate  when 
the  ACP  had  been  eliminated  com¬ 
pletely  on  the  other  side  of  the  Capi¬ 
tol,  and  have  fought  here  at  a  time 
when  it  looked  as  though  it  would  be 
overwhelmed  and  it  would  be  impossible 
to  keep  the  program  alive.  I  believe  in 
conservation  today,  but  I  do  not  believe 
in  this  kind  of  reckless,  foolish  spending 
of  the  tax  dollars  of  the  American  people 
in  some  isolated  cases.  I  do  not  say 
that  this  applies  everywhere,  but  I  say 
that  if  we  do  not  show  a  willingness  to 
bring  some  realism  into  this  program, 
we  will  not  be  doing  the  farmers  a  serv¬ 
ice;  instead,  we  will  be  doing  them  a 
disservice,  because  these  things  will  come 
out  and  they  will  be  made  issues,  not 
only  within  parties,  but  on  the  congres¬ 
sional  district  level  and  in  the  State 
campaigns. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  going  pretty  far 
afield  when  farmers  can  get  such  sub¬ 
stantial  sums  for  .a  practice.  I  daresay 
that  in  some  cases,  before  the  law  was 
passed,  some  farmers  would  have  been 


glad  to  get  that  much  for  the  land,  in¬ 
stead  of  only  for  the  practice. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  the  tables  which  appear  on 
page  135  and  page  130  in  the  memoran¬ 
dum  on  the  amendments. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows: 

Conservation  reserve  program — Approved 
State  annual  payment  rates  per  acre  and 
average  rates  on  contracts  reported  signed 
as  of  Apr.  15,  1957 


State 

Approved 
annual 
payment 
rate  per 
acre 

Average 
annual 
payment 
per  acre  on 
signed 
contracts 

Alabama _ 

$8.00 

9.00 

$7.63 
13.  47 
7.89 

Arizona  _____ 

Arkansas _ 

9.00 

12. 00 

9  81 

Colorado _ _ _ _ 

8.00 

7.09 

Connecticut _ 

13.00 

11.  60 

Delaware _ _ 

12.00 

11.42 

Florida 

8.00 

7.39 

Georgia _ _  __ 

8.00 

7.76 

Idaho _ 

11.00 

7.81 

Illinois _ _ 

12.00 

11.  62 

Indiana _ 

12.00 

10.  42 

Iowa _ 

12.00 

11.38 

Kansas _ _ _ _ 

10.00 

10. 32 

Kentucky _ 

10.00 

8.  57 

Louisiana _ 

10.00 

6.  94 

Maine _ 

9.00 

6.  62 

12.00 

10.  77 

Massachusetts _ - _ 

13.00 

8.01 

Michigan _ 

11.00 

7.  52 

11.00 

9.09 

Mississippi _ _ 

10.00 

9. 97 

Missouri _ 

9.00 

8.  39 

9.00 

8.  52 

Nebraska _ 

9.00 

8. 13 

7.00 

7.25 

New  Hampshire _ 

10.00 

3. 16 

New  Jersey _ 

13.00 

10.  70 

8.00 

8. 05 

11.00 

8.  35 

10.00 

9.  53 

North  Dakota _ - 

9.00 

9.  76 

Ohio _ _ _ 

12.00 

10.  24 

Oklahoma. _ _ 

9.00 

8.  77 

Oregon _ _ _ 

12.00 

10.  48 

11.00 

8.99 

1^00 

South  Carolina . . . 

9.00 

8.  74 

South  Dakota _ 

9.00 

8.  64 

Tennessee _ 

10.00 

9.09 

Texas _ 

10.00 

9.  53 

Utah. . . . . 

11.00 

8.89 

Vermont. . . . 

10.00 

3.39 

Virginia _ _ 

10.00 

8.30 

Washington _ _ 

13.00 

11.07 

West  Virginia _ 

10.00 

7.02 

Wisconsin _ 

11.00 

8.  77 

Wyoming _ 

8.00 

7.  26 

Total.... _ 

>  10. 11 

8.84 

i  United  States  average  when  weighted  by  State  goals. 


Estimated  funds  required  for  contracts  signed  by  farmers  through  Apr.  15,  1957,  by  contract 
period  and  fiscal  year  1  ( subsequent  to  fiscal  year  1958) 


Annual  rental  payments 

Practice 

Fiscal  year 

3-year  con¬ 
tracts  2 

6-year  con¬ 
tracts  2 

10-year  con¬ 
tracts  2 

All  contracts, 
subtotal 

payments, 

subtotal 

Grand  total 

X 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1959 . . . 

$3,  600,  000 
3,  600,  000 

$41, 100,  000 
41, 100, 000 
41, 100,  000 
41, 100, 000 

$16, 740, 000 
16,  740, 000 
16,  700,  000 
16,  700, 000 
16,  700, 000 
16,  700,  000 
16,  700, 000 
16,  700,  000 
16, 100,  000 

$61,  440, 000 
61,  440, 000 
57,  800,  000 
67.  800,  000 
16,  700,  000 
16,  700, 000 
16,700,000 
16,  700,  000 
15, 100,  000 

$7, 400, 000 
900, 000 

$68, 840, 000 
62,  340, 000 
67,  800, 000 
57,  800, 000 
16,  700,  000 
16,  700, 000 
16,  700, 000 

I960. . 

1961  ...  _  _  r _ 

1962... . 

1963 . 

1964 . 

1965 . 

1966 . 

16,  700, 000 
15, 100,  000 

1967 _ 

Total 

7,  200,  000 

164,  400, 000 

148,  780, 000 

320, 380, 000 

8,300,000 

328, 680, 000 

1  Data  reported  on  signed  contracts  have  been  adjusted  for  estimated  incompleteness  of  reports  and  expected 
alterations  by  ASC  committees. 

2  Because  the  1956  program  was  offered  too  late  for  completing  practices  during  1956,  all  3-year  contracts,  and  most 
5-year  and  10-year  contracts,  signed  in  1956  were  automatically  extended  by  1  year. 


1957 
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Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Will  the  Senator 
please  restate  the  proposition  of  paying 
$88,  first,  for  the  planting  of  trees,  and 
then  the  subsequent  payments? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  think  the  rental 
payments  in  the  area  to  which  I  referred 
would  be  on  13  acres,  so  $130  would  be 
paid  over  a  10-year  period.  Then  at  the 
end  of  that  period  of  time  the  farmer 
will  get  his  land  back  greatly  improved. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield.  I  said  that 
that  was  in  the  highest  case. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  suggest  that  if  certain 
land  is  planted  to  trees,  the  farmers  do 
not  get  the  full  value.  They  get  30  per¬ 
cent  of  the  rental  value  for  10  years. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  varies  within  the 
States  under  this  formula.  The  Senator 
from  Vermont  has  very  low  rental  in 
his  State,  because  the  farmers  in  his 
State  have  not  been  planting  the  right 
kind  of  grasses.  They  did  not  produce 
a  great  deal  of  corn  that  had  a  corn 
value  in  arriving  at  this  formula.  But 
the  arrangement  varies  within  the  sev¬ 
eral  States. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  We  get  30  percent  over 
a  10-year  period. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  what  the 
farmer  gets  in  Vermont.  I  do*  not  want 
to  go  into  all  the  States,  because  com¬ 
parisons  are  misleading.  Where  the 
payment  was  $11  an  acre  for  the  land  in 
the  fishpond,  the  farmer  got  $1,062  to 
build  the  pond.  That  was  more  than 
that  State  had  for  its  avei'age  rental 
payment. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  the  farmer  plants 
corn  or  tobacco  or  wheat  land  to  trees, 
he  would  get  the  full  value.  If  he  plants 
grassland,  he  gets  only  30  percent  of  the 
rental  value. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  If  he  does  it  for  the 
feed  value  equivalent  of  oats,  barley,  or 
sorghum  grain,  he  gets  more  than  30 
percent  of  the  value.  The  Senator’s 
State  happens  to  be  one  of  the  States 
which  receives  the  lowest  payments. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Where  grassland  exists, 
we  believe  a  good  grassland  farm  is  en¬ 
titled  to  as  much  consideration  as  the 
farm  of  a  man  who  raises  barley  and 
oats. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  He  does  not  get  it 
under  this  formula. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  He  has  not  got  it  so 
far. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No. 

Mr.  President,  no  one  can  tell  me  any 
program  will  be  wrecked  when  we  are 
proposing  only  a  very  modest  reduction 
of  8  or  10  percent  in  the  annual  rental 
payments  to  be  made.  We  are  not 
touching  practice  payments  or  reducing 
them  in  any  way.  I  would  be  less  than 
frank  if  I  did  not  say  I  thought  these 
payments  ought  to  be  reduced  much 
more  than  the  amendment  envisions. 

Let  us  say  a  farmer  does  not  put  any 
land  in  the  conservation  reserve. 
Therefore,  it  is  not  attractive  to  him. 
The  truth  is  that  everyone  was  dealing 
with  the  acreage  reserve;  they  were  not 
considering  the  conservation  reserve. 
The  farmers  were  so  busy  working  out 


their  acreage  reserve  programs  that 
they  did  not  get  around  to  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  program. 

But,  Mr.  President,  do  not  doubt  that 
they  will  come  into  that  program  this 
year.  When  they  do  get  the  10-year 
contracts,  we  will  have  that  increase  in 
the  budget  for  the  next  10  years  as  an 
obligation  of  the  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernment  which  will  be  just  as  sacred  as 
the  payment  of  the  interest  on  the  pub¬ 
lic  debt. 

To  anyone  who  says  we  should  not 
even  adopt  this  limited,  modest  reduc¬ 
tion,  I  say  that,  in  my  opinion,  it  does 
not  go  nearly  far  enough,  without  wreck¬ 
ing  the  whole  conservation  program, 
and  without  paying  an  income  to  the 
farmer. 

I  am  perfectly  willing  to  leave  for 
the  record  the  effect  that  this  program 
will  have  on  future  farm  legislation,  as 
to  whom  was  the  real  friend  of  the 
farmer:  whether  we  want  to  grasp 
everything  we  can  get  now  in  the  new 
program  now,  and  bring  the  whole  farm 
program  into  disrepute,  or  whether  we 
want  to  put  up  a  slowdown  sign,  a  very 
modest  slowdown  sign,  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  in  allocating  these 
tremendous  sums. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  wish  to  take  issue 
with  the  statement  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  has  just  made,  although  he  has 
made  it  in  complete  candor,  about  peo¬ 
ple  grasping  for  every  penny  they  can 
get.  Actually  we  are  engaged  in  pro¬ 
moting  a  false  farm  economy  anyway. 
We  will  never  get  a  true  farm  economy 
so  long  as  we  are  trying  to  build  a  farm 
economy  on  six  basic  commodities. 

With  respect  to  the  soil  conservation 
program  as  it  applies  to  the  farm  econ¬ 
omy,  the  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  ap¬ 
proximately  76  or  77  percent  of  the 
farmers  of  the  United  States  are  left 
completely  out  of  the  program  unless 
they  can  participate  in  the  acreage  re¬ 
serve.  Some  23  or  24  percent  of  the 
farmers  of  the  United  States  can  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  acreage  reserve. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Let  me  point  out  to 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  that  we  have 
cut  down  the  acreage  reserve  program 
for  next  year  by  a  much  higher  per¬ 
centage  than  it  is  proposed  to  cut  this 
program.  We  have  cut  back  the  acreage 
reserve  program  from  $612  million  to 
$500  million.  There  will  be  more  of  a 
reduction  in  acreage  reserve  payments 
next  year  than  this  amendment  con¬ 
templates  there  will  be  in  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  In  my  opinion,  the 
amount  should  be  cut  and  evened  out 
more  than  that. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  hope  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  will  not,  in  my  limited 
time,  place  me  in  the  position  of  defend¬ 
ing  the  acreage  reserve  program.  I  do 
not  believe  in  it. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  If  I  am  encroaching 
upon  the  Senator’s  time,  I  apologize.  I 
will  procure  time  from  another  Senator. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  will  yield  to  the 
Senator.  I  find  I  have  more  time  avail¬ 
able  than  I  thought  I  had. 


Hr.  CAPEHART.  Mi*.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  would  much  pre¬ 
fer  to  take  10,  15,  or  20  percent  of  the 
amount  it  is  planned  to  spend  for  the 
acreage  reserve  and  the  conservation 
reserve  and  to  put  it  into  research,  to 
find  new  uses  for  farm  products,  so  that 
the  farmer  could  build  up  his  production 
of  commodities  as  much  as  he  could 
build  up  his  crop  of  grass.  That  is  what 
we  ought  to  be  doing.  At  least,  we  ought 
to  be  trying  to  do  it,  because  then  we 
would  be  trying  to  do  something  worth¬ 
while. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  has  a  theory  with  which  I  have 
considerable  sympathy.  But  we  are  now 
confronted  with  a  fact  in  the  form  of  an 
actual  item  in  an  appropriation  bill. 

I  find  I  have  more  time  than  I  thought 
I  had,  so  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield  further 
to  the  Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  appreciate  the  kind¬ 
ness  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia.  I 
think  there  has  been  too  much  emphasis 
on  the  acreage  reserve. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  agree. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Not  enough  emphasis 
has  been  placed  upon  the  conservation 
reserve.  In  most  Western  States,  if  we 
exclude  wheat,  there  is  no  basic  com¬ 
modity;  therefore,  there  is  no  acreage 
reserve.  We  still  have  only  23 ^.Per¬ 
cent. 

But,  by  the  same  token,  we  eliminate 
everybody  who  has  irrigated  land,  who 
cannot  enter  into  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  on  the  basis  of  $6.50,  $7,  or  $7.50 
an  acre.  That  is  the  point  I  wish  to 
make.  I  appreciate  the  Senator’s 
yielding  to  me,  because  I  think  this  is  an 
important  consideration. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  is  tremendously 
important.  I  am  perfectly  willing  to 
agree  that  there  is  a  disparity  between 
basic  commodities  and  other  commodi¬ 
ties  in  the  two  programs.  I  assume  there 
is  an  even  greater  disparity  between 
some  of  the  basics  within  the  acreage- 
reserve  program.  Some  commodities  get 
a  great  deal  more  than  others  in  that 
program. 

For  the  first  time,  I  have  been  placed 
in  the  light  of  being  an  enemy  of  the 
farmer.  I  am  perfectly  willing  to  make 
a  record.  I  hope  there  will  be  a  record 
vote,  even  if  I  am  the  only  Member  of 
the  Senate  who  votes  for  the  amend¬ 
ment,  because  I  want  the  Record  to  show 
that,  within  my  limitations  as  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
I  did  all  within  my  power  to  try  to  put 
Congress  on  notice  that  if  this  program 
were  allowed  to  run  on  as  it  today,  with¬ 
out  any  interest  being  shown  in  reducing 
the  payments,  the  program  would,  in  the 
long  run,  be  very  detrimental  to  the  in¬ 
terests  of  American  agriculture. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY  and  Mr.  THYE  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  yield;  and  if 
so,  to  whom? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  have  only  about  5 
minutes  left,  and  I  should  like  to  reserve 
most  of  that  time.  But  I  will  yield 
briefly  to  the  junior  Senator  from 
Minnesota. 
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Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  the  Record  to  be  perfectly  clear 
that  the  senior  Senator  from  Georgia 
not  only  is  a  friend  of  the  farmer, 
rather  than  his  enemy,  but  that  he  has 
been  a  stalwart  soldier  for  American  ag¬ 
riculture. 

I  want  it  perfectly  clear,  moreover, 
that  in  the  disagreement  we  may  have 
over  these  funds,  many  of  us  are  learn¬ 
ing  a  great  deal  from  the  argument  being 
made  by  the  Senator  from  Georgia.  My 
only  interest  in  the  matter  was  to  see 
to  it  that  we  do  not  get  ourselves  into  a 
strait  jacket  in  terms  of  the  fixed  fee  in 
the  bill,  which  would  in  any  way  limit 
the  effectiveness  of  the  program. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  does  not  fix  the 
fee  on  a  single  acre  of  land  in  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Except  as  a  flat 
fee  for  the  national  average. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  highest  fee  can 
be  paid  now;  but  on  the  marginal  and 
siibmarginal  land  less  will  have  to  be 
paid  to  bring  the  average  down. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  is  fair  to  say 
that  we  are  at  the  exploratory  stage  in 
the  program,  and  the  argument  made  by 
the  Senator  from  Georgia,  to  my  mind, 
is  a  constructive  argument. 

Since  I  have  taken  a  point  of  view 
different  from  that  of  the  Senator  from 
Georgia,  I  would  not  want  the  Record 
to  indicate  for  a  minute  that  I  have  not 
been  one  who  thoroughly  appreciates  his 
generous  and  great  contributions  to  ag¬ 
riculture  and  agricultural  legislation. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  appreciate  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  comments. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  will  yield  briefly  to  me, 
let  me  say  that  no  Member  has  a  higher 
regard  for  him  than  I  have.  If  ever  there 
was  a  friend  of  agriculture,  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  has  demonstrated  year 
after  year  that  he  is  a  friend  of  agri¬ 
culture. 

If  any  Senator  has  any  misgivings, 
they  are  on  the  basis  of  a  fear  that  the 
program  will  be  in  bad  repute  unless 
some  ceiling  is  imposed  on  the  acreage 
allotment. 

I  cannot  fully  agree  with  the  Senator 
in  regard  to  the  tree-planting  program, 
however,  because  if  a  tree-planting  con¬ 
tract  is  signed,  the  farmer  will  be  putting 
the  acres  planted  to  trees  under  a  long¬ 
term  contract,  one  applying  for  not  less 
than  15  years,  and  the  farmer  will  not 
receive  the  maximum  annual  rental  on 
that  acreage.  Instead,  he  will  receive  the 
minimum  annual  rental,  which  might 
amount  to  as  little  as  $3  or  $4  an  acre. 
Yet  on  that  acreage  he  will  grow  a  crop 
of  trees  which  will  be  very  beneficial  to 
future  generations. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  that  is 
quite  correct,  but  the  average  paid  for 
tree  rentals  in  my  State  is  somewhat 
higher  than  the  amount  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  has  indicated.  Al¬ 
though  such  use  is  beneficial  to  future 
generations,  and  on  that  basis  I  have 
supported  all  conservation  measures,  let 
us  not  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that  it  is 
very  beneficial  to  the  man  who  owns  the 
land  and  who  places  it  under  the  pro¬ 
gram  and  receives  the  payments  for 
rental.  This  is  a  conservation  program 
which  really  can  be  profitable  to  the 


farmer.  The  modest  overall  reduction  of 
$1.24  an  acre  will  not  hurt  the  program. 
Any  figures  which  would  show  that  it 
would  be  necessary  to  make  a  reduction 
of  more  than  $1.24  an  acre  merely  indi¬ 
cate  that  for  some  reason  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  has  decided  to  make 
more  than  the  average  cut  in  the  par¬ 
ticular  State  concerned.  But  if  the  De¬ 
partment  decides  to  make  a  fair  applica¬ 
tion  across  the  board,  the  reduction 
cannot  be  more  than  $1.24  an  acre. 

It  is  my  judgment  that  sound  govern¬ 
ment  and  prudent  expenditure  of  public 
funds,  as  well  as  avoidance  of  depletion 
of  what  little  reserve  the  farmer  has  in 
the  bank  of  good  soil  in  the  Nation,  dic¬ 
tates  that  the  Senate,  if  it  be  wise,  adopt 
the  committee  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  reserve  the  remainder 
of  the  time  available  to  me. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Tal- 
madge  in  the  chair) .  The  Senator  from 
Georgia  has  4  minutes  remaining,  and 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  has  10 
minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  3 
minutes  of  my  time  to  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  DirksenI. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  is  recognized  for  3 
minutes. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  both 
the  pending  committee  amendment  and 
the  amendment  submitted  to  it  by  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Mundt]  were  roundly  discussed  in  the 
Appropriations  Committee. 

I  certainly  respect  and  admire  the  con¬ 
viction  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Georgia  brings  to  this  cause.  I  am  fully 
sensible  of  the  zeal  and  devotion  he  has 
given  to  the  entire  cause  of  agriculture; 
and  I  speak  from  a  wealth  of  experience, 
dating  back  to  the  days  when  he  and 
I  sat  across  the  conference  table  from 
one  another,  during  the  consideration  of 
agricultural  appropriation  bills.  How¬ 
ever,  I  believe  the  arithmetic  of  this 
case  is  against  him,  and  is  in  favor  of 
the  position  taken  by  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota. 

The  approved  rental  would  be  $12  an 
acre;  but  for  every  acre  on  which  $12 
would  be  paid,  it  would  be  necesary  to 
find  another  acre  on  which  $3  would  be 
paid;  that  would  be  necesary  in  order 
to  arrive  at  the  average  of  $7.50. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  knows  that  the 
national  average  is  $7.50;  that  figure  is 
not  based  on  the  situation  in  Illinois. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  is  correct.  I  am 
saying  that  for  every  acre  on  which  $12 
was  paid,  in  the  case  of  my  State,  it 
would  be  necessary  to  find  another  acre 
on  which  $3  was  paid.  Under  those  cir¬ 
cumstances,  I  cannot  see  any  incentive 
for  a  farmer  to  engage  in  the  program. 
If  that  is  so,  why  have  the  program? 
In  that  case,  we  might  just  as  well 
delete  the  $350  million  from  the  bill,  and 
forget  about  the  conservation  reserve. 

I  am  also  afraid  that  so  much  rigidity 
would  be  imposed  on  the  program, 
that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
would  find  it  very  difficult  to  administer. 
How  would  he  be  able  to  know  how  many 
acres  and  what  kind  of  acres  would  be 
placed  under  the  program,  let  us  say, 
next  year?  He  would  have  no  idea. 


Then  when  he  found  he  had  to  operate 
under  an  average  limitation,  perhaps  he 
would  be  able  to  make  only  tentative 
contracts  with  the  farmers,  until  he  was 
able  to  discover  whether  one  average 
limitation  for  the  entire  country  was  to 
be  applied.  That  would  be  a  difficult 
piece  of  administrative  work  to  under¬ 
take.  I  would  prefer  to  see  this  run  for 
at  least  1  year,  and  then,  on  the  basis  of 
experience,  and  if  these  fears  are  con¬ 
firmed,  perhaps  a  limitation  of  this  kind 
could  be  established. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  3 
minutes  yielded  to  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  have  expired. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield 
to  me  1  additional  minute? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
1  additional  minute  to  the  Senator  from 
Illinois. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  is  recognized  for 
1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  'DIRKSEN.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  President,  in  summary  let  me  say 
that,  at  one  end  of  the  scale,  some  very 
good  land  might  come  in;  but  at  the 
other  end  of  the  scale,  some  very  bad 
land  might  come  in ;  and  that  would  not 
improve  the  conservation  reserve  and  the 
attainment  of  its  objectives. 

Therefore,  I  hope  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  to  delete 
the  limitation  provided  by  the  committee 
amendment  will  be  agreed  to  by  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  is  recognized  for  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  although 
this  appropriation  bill  as  a  whole  is  a 
good  one,  and  received  a  great  deal  of 
study  and  thought  on  the  part  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  and  particu¬ 
larly  on  the  part  of  its  chairman,  yet  I 
believe  that  if  the  Senate  adopts  the 
committee  amendment  restricting  the 
payment  on  land  put  into  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve,  it  will  be  going  a  long  way 
toward  defeating  the  purpose  of  that  part 
of  the  soil-bank  program. 

I  believe  that  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  should  be  agreed  to. 
If  it  is  agreed  to,  I  believe  it  will  result 
in  the  withdrawal  of  a  great  deal  more 
land  from  production,  and  the  placing  of 
that  much  more  land  into  forests,  recre¬ 
ational  areas,  sodded  land,  and  land 
planted  to  clover  or  soil-conserving 
crops;  and  in  that  way  the  purpose  for 
which  the  soil  bank  was  established  will 
be  effected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont  has 
expired. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  has  4  minutes  remain¬ 
ing,  and  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
has  4  minutes  remaining. 


1957 
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Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  inasmuch 
as  no  other  Senators  on  this  side  wish 
me  to  yield  time,  I  shall  sum  up  the  case 
for  my  amendment. 

First  of  all,  in  regard  to  what  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  said  about  the  reduc¬ 
tion  from  $8.44  to  $7.50,  which  would 
now  become  the  legislative  mandate,  let 
me  say  that  those  figures  are  not  the 
comparable  ones.  Instead,  we  must  com¬ 
pare  the  $7.50  proposed  legislative  man¬ 
date  with  the  $10.11  national  average, 
used  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
in  connection  with  the  allocations.  That 
is  the  case,  because  in  every  State  of  the 
Union,  there  are  a  number  of  nondiverted 
acres.  Actually,  400,000  acres  of  the  700 
million  acres  thus  far  in  the  conservation 
reserve  are  these  nondiverted  acres, 
which  are  paid  for  at  30  percent  of  the 
prevailing  State  rates.  So  if  the  Sena¬ 
tors  from  Washington  or  the  Senators 
from  Missouri,  or  the  Senators  from  Ore¬ 
gon  intend  to  vote  to  deprive  the  farm¬ 
ers  of  their  States  of  an  opoprtunity  to 
participate  in  the  program,  at  least  such 
Senators  should  let  the  Record  show  that 
they  will  be  voting  to  scuttle  the  program 
in  their  area  and  to  deprive  the  farmers 
of  their  States  of  those  benefits,  in  view 
of  the  record  as  it  now  stands/as  shown 
by  a  study  of  this  debate,  because  the 
figures  to  which  I  have  just  referred  are 
the  comparable  ones,  and  the  committee 
proposes  that  they  be  cut  some  $2.75  an 
acre,  on  the  average,  rather  than  the 
8  or  9  percent  referred  to  by  the  Senator 
from  Georgia. 

Something  was  said  about  fishponds, 
by  Senator  Russell.  I  am  never  re¬ 
luctant  to  argue  in  favor  of  fishponds. 
I  was  in  favor  of  placing  fishponds  and 
marshes  into  the  conservation  program. 
I  am  in  favor  of  that.  I  made  the  mo¬ 
tion  and  lead  the  successful  fight  in  our 
Agriculture  Committee  when  we  incor¬ 
porated  inundated  acres  in  the  basic  soil 
bank  legislation.  I  can  think  of  no  bet¬ 
ter  use  for  idle  acres  than  impounding 
water  and  providing  nesting  places  for 
ducks  and  providing  breeding  places  for 
fish  and  recreational  areas  for  children. 
We  have  provided  for  it  in  this  soil 
bank  program  and  I  am  happy  to  re¬ 
affirm  my  support  of  it  despite  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Georgia. 

If  the  farmers  are  being  paid  a  spe¬ 
cific  amount  per  acre,  that  is  being 
done  because  the  land  which  was  taken 
out  of  cultivation  resulted  in  a  de¬ 
crease  to  the  farmer  of  that  much  in¬ 
come  before  the  land  was  put  under 
water.  Had  that  not  been  unculti¬ 
vated  land,  the  farmer  would  be  getting 
30  percent  less  than  that  rate  of  in¬ 
come.  I  am  proud  that  the  Izaak  Wal¬ 
ton  League,  the  sportsmen’s  clubs  and 
the  American  Wildlife  Federation  favor 
the  use  of  part  of  the  soil  bank  pro¬ 
gram  for  wildlife  purposes  to  restore 
wet  lands  and  recreational  opportuni¬ 
ties. 

As  to  putting  a  halt  to  the  program, 
all  the  committee  proposal  would  do 
would  be  to  halt  it  in  States  like  Wash¬ 
ington,  Kansas,  Oregon,  Ohio,  Indiana, 
Illinois,  and  other  similar  States,  be¬ 
cause  we  would  still  be  spending  the 
same  $350  million  we  would  otherwise 


spend.  In  the  coming  years  it  does  not 
make  any  difference  whether  we  di¬ 
vide  the  $350  million  among  all  the 
States  of  the  Union,  as  I  propose  to  do, 
or  place  quarantines  on  States  like 
Washington,  Oregon,  Indiana,  Ohio,  and 
Illinois. 

I  suggest  that,  having  a  program 
which  is  national  in  scope,  it  should  be 
nationally  supported.  To  do  that  we 
should  adopt  my  amendment  and  place 
economic  factors  above  political  fa¬ 
voritism. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  my  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  yield  1  minute 
to  me? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  has  mentioned  the  States 
of  Washington  and  Oregon,  in  which 
payments  have  been  above  the  national 
average  of  $8.84.  As  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  knows,  in  my  State  the  pay¬ 
ments  run  between  $10  and  $16.  There 
was  some  fear  that  an  express  limitation 
of  $7.50  an  acre  would  shut  off  States 
like  Washington,  or  similar  States — some 
30  States — from  the  possibility  of  receiv¬ 
ing  payments  within  those  amounts. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
minute  of  the  Senator  from  Washington 
has  expired. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  this  question: 
Despite  the  fact  that  the  average  is  $8.84, 
and  that  the  payments  in  some  States, 
such  as  the  State  of  Washington,  are 
higher,  under  the  amendment  submitted 
by  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  the 
same  amounts  now  paid  could  still  be 
paid,  could  they  not?  If  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  administers  this 
program  in  the  same  way  it  has,  trying  to 
equalize  the  payments,  it  is  still  possible 
that  it  will  pay  the  same  amounts  for 
the  land  that  is  set  aside  in  the  State  of 
Washington.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Department 
could  make  the  same  maximum  pay¬ 
ment,  but  I  must  be  frank  and  say  that 
it  would  be  necessary,  on  the  poorer  type 
lands,  to  make  lower  payments.  I  would 
say  it  would  not  be  necessary  to  reduce 
the  payments  made  in  the  State  of 
Washington,  but  the  national  average 
would  have  to  come  down  about  $1.24 
an  acre. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  It  would  not  dis¬ 
courage  those  who  really  wanted  to  put 
the  highly  cultivated  land,  or  the  top 
land,  into  the  conservation  reserve. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  should  like  to  think 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  will  have 
enough  judgment  to  maintain  the  pay¬ 
ments  on  the  productive  land. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  That  is  the  whole 
purpose  of  the  provision. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  address  myself  to  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment.  '  We  hear  much  about  economy. 
We  now  have  an  amendment  before  us 
that  affords  a  real  test  as  to  how  Sena¬ 
tors  feel  about  economy. 

I  wish  to  point  out  again  that  when 
one  dollar  is  obligated  under  this  pro¬ 
gram,  we  are  committing  ourselves. 


under  the  program,  to  pay  $10  in  a  $350- 
million  program.  If  it  is  obligated  at 
$10,  over  a  10-year  period,  we  have  obli¬ 
gated  ourselves  to  that  extent.  We 
have  a  chance  to  vote  not  only  to  save 
$1.24  an  acre  this  year,  and  bring  some 
measure  of  realism  into  this  program, 
but  to  save  it  over  a  period  of  10  years. 
We  are  not  going  to  do  any  good  by 
piddling  around  with  some  minor  ad¬ 
justments  in  the  program  when  we  vote 
for  a  program  on  which  we  shall  have 
to  pay  year  after  year. 

If  Senators  are  for  economy  in  Gov¬ 
ernment,  if  they  are  interested  in  dem¬ 
onstrating  that  they  have  an  interest  in 
it  other  than  a  mere  bookkeeping  or 
arithmetical  interest,  this  is  a  mighty 
fine  chance  to  show  it.  Senators  can 
effect  real  economy  without  injuring  any 
part  of  the  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
gram.  Indeed,  in  my  opinion,  Senators 
will  strengthen  it. 

I  hope  the  committee  will  be  sus¬ 
tained. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia  has 
expired. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to  . 
their  names : 


Aiken 

Goldwater 

Morton 

Allott 

Gore 

Mundt 

Anderson 

Hayden 

Murray 

Barrett 

Hennings 

Neuberger 

Beall 

Hiekenlooper 

O’Mahoney 

Bennett 

Hill 

Pastore  , 

Bible 

Holland 

Potter 

Bricker 

Humphrey 

Purtell 

Bush." 

Ives 

Revercomb 

Butler 

Jackson 

Robertson 

Byrd 

Javits 

Russell 

Capehart 

Jenner 

Saltonstall 

Carlson 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Schoeppel 

Carroll 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Scott 

Case,  N.  J. 

Kennedy 

Smith,  Maine 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Kerr 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Church 

Knowland 

Sparkman 

Cooper 

Kuchel 

Stennls 

Curtis 

Lausche 

Symington 

Dlrksen 

Long 

Talmadge 

Douglas 

Magnuson 

Thurmond 

Dworshak 

^lansfield 

Thye 

Eastland 

Martin,  Iowa 

Watkins 

Ellender 

Martin,  Pa. 

Wiley 

Ervin 

McNamara 

Williams 

Flanders 

Frear 

Monroney 

Morse 

Yarborough 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present.  The  question  is  on 
agreeng  to  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
MundtI  . 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Does  the  vote  now  come 
on  the  so-called  Mundt  amendment,  and 
will  an  affirmative  vote  be  a  vote  to 
strike  out  the  $7.50  limitation? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

On  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr, 
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Chavez]  ,  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas  [Mr.  Fulbright],  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green],  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver],  the 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr, 
Neely]  ,  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O’Mahoney]  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  [Mr.  Smathers]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan],  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce,  if  present  and  vot¬ 
ing,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [MrN 
Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Fulbright],  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green],  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely],  and 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O’Mahoney]  would  each  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Cot¬ 
ton],  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Hruska],  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Malone],  and  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Young]  are  absent  on  offi¬ 
cial  business. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bridges]  and  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Langer]  are  absent 
because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Payne] 
is  necessarily  absent,  and  if  present  and 
voting,  he  would  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Cotton]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Hru¬ 
ska].  If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  would  vote  “nay,” 
and  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  would 
vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  BARRETT  (after  having  voted 
in  the  negative).  Mr.  President,  how 
am  I  recorded? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
is  recorded  as  having  voted  in  the  nega¬ 
tive. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  wish  to  change  my 
vote  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL  (after  having 
voted  in  the  negative).  Mr.  President, 
how  am  I  recorded? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
is  recorded  as  having  voted  in  the  nega¬ 
tive. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  JACKSON  (after  having  voted 
in  the  affirmative) .  Mr.  President,  how 
am  I  recorded? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
is  recorded  as  having  voted  in  the  affirm¬ 
ative. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  regular  order. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
demand  the  regular  order. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  clerk 
must  have  time  to  tally  the  vote. 

Mr.  MORSE  (after  having  voted  in  the 
affirmative).  Mr.  President,  how  am  I 
recorded? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
is  recorded  as  having  voted  in  the  affirm¬ 
ative. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  vote  "nay.” 

Mr.  NEUBERGER  (after  having  voted 
in  the  affirmative) .  Mr.  President,  how 
am  I  recorded? 


The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
is  recorded  as  having  voted  in  the  af¬ 
firmative. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  On  this  vote  I 
have  a  pair  with  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan].  If  he  were 
present  and  voting  he  would  vote  “nay.” 
If  I  were  at  liberty  to  vote  I  would  vote 
“yea.”  I  therefore  withhold  my  vote. 

Mrs.  SMITH  of  Maine  (after  having 
voted  in  the  negative).  Mr.  President, 
how  am  I  recorded? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
is  recorded  as  having  voted  in  the  nega¬ 
tive. 

Mrs.  SMITH  of  Maine.  I  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  40, 
nays  38,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 40 


Aiken 

Curtis 

Morton 

Allott 

Dlrksen 

Mundt 

Barrett 

Flanders 

Potter 

Beall 

Goldwater 

Purtell 

Bennett 

Hennings 

Revercomb 

Bricker 

Hickenlooper 

Saltonstall 

Bush 

Holland 

Schoeppel 

Butler 

Humphrey 

Smith,  Maine 

Capehart 

Ives 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Carlson 

Javits 

Thye 

Carroll 

Jenner 

Watkins 

Case,  N.  J. 

Knowland 

Wiley 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Kuchel 

Cooper 

Martin,  Iowa 

NAYS — 38 

Anderson 

Jackson 

Murray 

Bible 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Pastore 

Byrd 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Robertson 

Church 

Kennedy 

Russell 

Douglas 

Kerr 

Scott 

Dworshak 

Lausche 

Sparkman 

Eastland 

Long 

Stennis 

Ellender 

Magnuson 

Symington 

Ervin 

Mansfield 

Talmadge 

Prear 

Martin,  Pa. 

Thurmond 

Gore 

McNamara 

Williams 

Hayden 

Monroney 

Yarborough 

Hill 

Morse 

NOT  VOTING— 

17 

Bridges 

Hruska 

Neuberger 

Chavez 

Kefauver 

O’Mahoney 

Clark 

Langer 

Payne 

Cotton 

Malone 

Smathers 

Fulbright 

McClellan 

Young 

Green 

Neely 

So  Mr.  Mundt’s  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  reconsider  the  vote  by 
which  the  amendment  was  adopted. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  to  lay  on  the  table 
the  motion  of  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  sup¬ 
pose  I  shall  have  to  offer  an  amendment 
in  order  to  get  a  little  time. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Therefore,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  on  page  28,'  in  line  14,  to 
strike  out  the  figure  “$350  million”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “$250 
million.” 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  How  much 
time  does  the  Senator  desire  to  yield  to 
himself? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  have  30  minutes, 
I  believe,  on  the  amendment.  I  shall 
consume  only  a  few  minutes,  and  then 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

First,  I  wish  to  say  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  has  just  been  adopted  was 


adopted  by  a  strictly  party  vote.  We 
have  not  had  a  great  many  true  econ¬ 
omists — with  the  exception  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams],  who  is  a  true  economist — 
but  we  have  had  a  great  deal  of  talk 
about  economy,  but  do  not  always  vote 
for  it,  I  believe  there  were  1  or  2  affir¬ 
mative  votes  on  this  side  of  the  aisle, 
but  aside  from  that,  I  believe  this  is 
one  of  the  few  times  when  we  have  had  a 
strictly  party  vote  on  an  agricultural 
issue.  I  would  have  much  preferred  to 
have  the  amendment  disposed  of  strictly 
on  its  merits,  even  though  it  had  lost 
by  a  much  larger  vote,  than  to  have 
it  determined  as  a  party  issue. 

I  believe  the  Senate  has  made  a  great 
mistake.  However,  that  is  one  of  the 
benefits  of  serving  in  the  Senate ;  that  is, 
we  can  always  question  the  wisdom  of 
the  majority. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  offered  an 
amendment,  and  I  hope  the  Senate  will 
give  me  a  yea-and-nay  vote  on  it.  I 
wish  to  say  to  my  colleagues  on  this  side 
of  the  aisle  that  I  do  not  ask  any  of  them 
to  vote  for  the  amendment  for  any  rea¬ 
son  on  earth  except  on  its  merits,  cer¬ 
tainly  not  for  personal  reasons.  I  am 
offering  the  amendment  because  in  com¬ 
mittee,  when  the  motion  was  made  to 
increase  the  total  amount  which  would 
be  available  for  the  conservation-reserve 
payments  above  the  House  figure  by  $100 
million,  I  voted  for  it,  with  the  under¬ 
standing  that  there  would  be  at  least 
some  effort  made  to  show  that  there  was 
some  concern  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
about  the  payments  which  were  being 
made.  I  therefore  reoffer  the  amend¬ 
ment  now  to  give  economy  advocates  a 
chance  to  cast  an  economy  vote,  which 
is  spelled  out  in  terms  of  dollars  and 
cents,  rather  than  in  terms  of  trying  to 
clean  up  a  program  and  to  save  a  few 
hundred  million  dollars  from  it. 

Leaving  aside  all  that  I  have  said,  if 
we  are  to  maintain  these  high  payments, 
and  if  we  are  to  permit  fishponds  to 
be  constructed  at  a  cost  of  $1,062  and 
then  pay  the  farmer  who  built  the  pond 
$11  an  acre  for  10  years  with  money 
taken  from  the  Federal  Treasury,  and 
in  addition  permit  him  to  enjoy  the 
benefits  of  the  fish  which  are  in  the 
pond — and  incidentally  he  would  get  the 
fish  free  from  the  Government — then  it 
seems  to  me  that  we  should  hold  this 
program  down  and  have  a  chance  to 
evaluate  it. 

The  expenditures  for  this  year  for  this 
program  were  about  $172  million.  Even 
if  the  amendment  is  adopted,  it  will  give 
leeway  for  an  increase  of  about  $70  mil¬ 
lion  during  the  next  year.  It  will  be  pos¬ 
sible  to  build  a  great  many  dams  or  fish 
ponds,  and  to  make  a  great  many  prac¬ 
tice  and  rental  payments  with  $172  mil¬ 
lion. 

I  do  not  offer  the  amendment  face¬ 
tiously.  I  certainly  do  not  offer  it  out  of 
resentment  because  the  last  amendment 
was  adopted.  I  do  so  because  I  voted  to 
increase  this  amount  in  committee,  and 
because  I  thought  that  some  effort  was 
going  to  be  made  to  put  some  little 
economy  into  the  program. 

Certainly  if  the  rates  of  payment  are 
to  remain  as  high  as  they  are,  there  will 
be  a  heavy  obligation  on  the  part  of  the 
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Government,  because  the  money  will  be 
paid  out  3,  and  5,  and  10  times  over.  If 
we  look  at  it  from  the  standpoint  of  10- 
year  contracts,  it  will  mean  $2,500,- 
000,000,  even  at  the  lower  figure. 

I  do  not  wish  to  labor  the  point.  I 
merely  wish  to  have  a  yea-and-nay  vote 
on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Is  the 
Senator’s  amendment  offered  to  the 
figure  that  deals  with  the  dam-building 
program  or  with  the  conservation-re¬ 
serve  program? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  dam-building 
program  is  a  part  of  it-  We  pay  the  ACP 
payments  out  of  the  soil  bank.  The  two 
programs  run  along. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  did  not 
catch  the  Senator’s  statement  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  where  the  amendment  would 
come  in  the  bill.  Is  it  directed  to  the 
program  that  deals  with  the  soil  conser¬ 
vation  program  or  is  it  to  be  a  part  of 
the  new  soil  bank  program? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  is  directed  to  the 
soil  bank  program.  It  does  not  touch 
the  ACP  program.  A  great  deal  has 
been  made  here  of  the  fact  that  this  pro¬ 
gram  is  in  its  infancy;  that  it  is  being 
tried  out. 

The  Senate  has  decided  in  its  wis¬ 
dom — and  the  decision  may  be  right — • 
not  to  disturb  the  scale  of  payments 
now  being  made.  It  amounts  to  having 
the  Government  committed  to  another 
billion  dollars  of  expenditures,  whether 
the  payments  are  proper  or  not.  The 
amendment  will  allow  a  reasonable  in¬ 
crease  in  this  program  over  the  next 
year  of  about  $70  million.  It  will  give  us 
time  to  evaluate  and  study  and  recheck 
the  practice  payments  and  rental  pay¬ 
ments.  They  appeared  to  me  as  being  a 
little  high,  and  also  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  North  Dakota,  who  offered 
the  amendment  in  the  committee.  How¬ 
ever,  if  we  want  to  keep  the  high  pay¬ 
ments,  let  us  not  embark  on  such  a  large 
program,  but  hold  the  program  to  $250 
million,  because  it  can  cost  a  billion  dol¬ 
lars  before  it  is  over. 

I  do  not  wish  to  labor  the  point.  I 
wish  to  go  on  record  myself  on  this 
amendment.  Therefore  I  ask  for  the 
yeas  and  nays  on  the  amendment. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  requested.  Is  the 
request  sufficiently  seconded? 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
serve  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield,  only  for  the  purpose 
of  refreshing  my  memory  and  that  of 
other  members  of  the  committee? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  believe  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  proposed  -  to  make  the 
amount  $350  million. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  completely  in 
error.  The  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  Mtjndt]  offered  the  $350  million 
amendment.  I  stated  I  thought  that 
amount  was  too  high.  I  leave  it  to  the 
conscience  and  integrity  of  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  to  say  if  that  is  not 


a  fair  statement.  I  want  the  Record  to 
show  that  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  not  only  nodded  his  head  but  also 
said  that  my  statement  was  correct. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  But  did  not  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  say  that  $325  million 
was  agreeable  to  him? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  said  I  thought  we 
should  not  go  higher  than  that  amount, 
in  any  event;  but  $300  million  was  as 
high  as  I  thought  we  should  go. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Am  I  correct  in  my 
recollection  that  that  was  deleted  by  the 
Mundt  amendment,  and  that  the  vote 
was  actually  11  to  8  in  the  full  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations,  although  after 
the  total  amount  was  first  written  into 
the  bill,  and  we  had  a  long  discussion 
about  the  $7.50  limitation,  all  members 
of  the  committee  were  fully  informed 
about  that,  and  still  there  was  an  almost 
even  division  in  the  committee  on  this 
limitation? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  remember 
the  exact  vote;  I  think  it  was  13  to  9. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  think  it  was  11  to  8. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Anyway,  the  margin 
was  strongly  in  favor  of  the  position  I 
took.  But  I  do  not  see  what  light  that 
throws  on  the  matter.  I  am  not  here 
representing  the  committee.  I  stated  I 
was  not.  I  am  here  in  my  individual  ca¬ 
pacity  as  a  Senator  from  Georgia,  offer¬ 
ing  an  amendment  which  I  believe  in 
good  conscience  should  be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  California  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Under  the  unani¬ 
mous  consent  agreement,  in  which  the 
time  is  divided  on  this  and  other  amend¬ 
ments,  I  should  like  to  inquire  about  the 
provision  as  to  the  control  of  the  time. 

The  Senator  from  Georgia  has  offered 
an  amendment.  He  obviously  would 
have  control  of  the  time  of  the  propo¬ 
nents  of  the  amendment.  I  wanted  to 
clarify  the  situation,  because  there  have 
been  some  requests  for  time  on  this  side 
of  the  aisle. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Under  the 
agreement  on  the  Mundt  amendment, 
which  applies  to  this  and  other  amend¬ 
ments,  the  majority  leader  would  con¬ 
trol  the  time,  unless  he  took  the  other 
position  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  As  I  under¬ 
stand  the  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment,  I  control  the  time  in  opposition, 
but  I  should  be  glad  to  yield  to  whom¬ 
ever  the  Senator  from  California  sug¬ 
gested  I  should  yield  to. 

Mi-.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
this  hiatus  is  not  coming  out  of  my  time. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Under  the 
agreement  which  has  been  entered  into, 
the  majority  leader  would  control  the 
time  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 
According  to  our  practice,  when  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  is  in  favor  of  an  amend¬ 
ment,  the  time  is  controlled  by  the  mi¬ 
nority  leader.  Since  I  am  in  favor  of 
amendment,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
of  the  Senate  that  I  be  permitted  to 
yield  the  control  of  the  time  in  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  amendment  to  the  minority 
leader. 


The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  minor¬ 
ity  leader  will  control  the  time  in  op¬ 
position. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  the 
amount  of  $200  million,  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  would  allow  for  carry¬ 
ing  on  the  conservation  reserve  program 
this  year,  is  $50  million  less  than  the 
amount  allowed  in  the  House  bill. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Oh,  no;  it  is  identi¬ 
cally  the  same.  I  said  $250  million. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  understood  the  Senator 
to  say  $200  million. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  is  identically  the 
same. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  But  if  the  amendment 
shall  be  agreed  to,  it  will  mean  break¬ 
ing  commitments  to  the  farmers  of  the 
'country  next  year.  This  year,  with  the 
program  only  getting  partially  started, 
more  than  $177  million  is  being  spent. 
It  is  expected  that  the  program  will  ap¬ 
proximately  double  next  year,  provided 
there  is  no  change  in  the  rate  paid  for 
land  put  into  the  conservation  reserve. 
The  Senate  has  voted  that  there  will 
be  no  change. 

Therefore,  $350  million  will  be  needed 
next  year.  If  it  is  not  provided,  it  will 
be  necessary  to  go  to  the  farmers  of 
Montana,  Washington,  Missouri,  New 
York,  and  other  States,  and  to  say,  “We 
have  broken  our  faith  with  you.  We  are 
not  going  to  pay  you  what  we  said  we 
would  pay.” 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  have  no  time  to  yield. 
If  the  Senator  will  give  me  time,  I  will 
yield. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  will  yield  1  minute 
to  the  Senator.  Certainly  that  should 
be  sufficient. 

When  we  know  that  the  contracts  in 
force  required  only  about  $80  million 
for  rental  payments,  and  the  other  con¬ 
tracts  were  for  practice  payments,  we 
are  breaking  commitments  with  nobody 
in  the  amendment. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  tells  me  they  expect  the  con¬ 
servation-reserve  program  to  be  about 
doubled  next  year,  and  that  will  require 
about  $350  million.  They  cannot  pos¬ 
sibly  operate  the  program  with  $250  mil¬ 
lion.  If  that  is  all  we  will  appropriate, 
it  would  be  necessary  to  say,  “We  are 
not  going  to  give  you  the  amount  which 
we  said  we  would  give  you.” 

We  can  go  to  the  people  of  those  States 
and  say,  “We  are  not  going  ahead  with 
the  forestry  program  which  we  had 
planned  so  as  to  put  the  United  States 
in  a  self-sufficient  position  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  national  security.” 

We  can  say,  “We  are  not  going  to  let 
you  set  this  land  aside  for  wildlife 
refuges.” 

We  can  say,  “We  have  decided  not  to 
pay  you  for  putting  some  of  the  land  into 
recreational  areas,  of  which  we  are  so 
desperately  short  in  this  country,  and 
which  all  city  people  are  anxious  to 
have.” 

We  can  say,  “We  are  not  going  to  pay 
you  the  full  amount  we  said  we  would 
pay  you  for  taking  land  out  of  poor 
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crops  and  putting  it  into  cover  crops,  so 
that  at  the  end  of  5  years’  time  it  will 
be  much  better  than  it  is  now.” 

We  can  say,  “We  have  simply  lost  in¬ 
terest  in  building  up  the  soil  under  the 
conservation  reserve.” 

Also,  we  can  go  to  many  States  of  the 
Union — I  think  more  than  half  of 
them — and  say,  “The  proposal  we  made 
to  you  last  year,  under  which  we  gave 
you  money  to  expand  the  State  nurseries 
by  400,  500,  or  600  percent,  is  all  off  now. 
You  can  throw  those  trees  away,  because 
we  are  not  going  to  let  you  have  any 
more  of  a  program  than  you  had  during 
the  last  year.” 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  think  we  want 
to  do  that.  I  consider  that  when  we 
have  made  a  commitment,  we  should 
provide  the  means  for  keeping  that  com¬ 
mitment.  If  the  objective  or  the  pur¬ 
pose  is  to  destroy  the  conservation-re¬ 
serve  program,  we  have  a  good  chance 
to  do  it.  But  I  do  not  think  we  want  to 
do  that.  We  have  made  a  commitment 
which  should  run  for  2  years  more — or 
for  1  year  more  at  least.  We  are  just 
beginning  to  try  out  that  program  this 
year.  Certainly  we  do  not  want  to  go 
back  on  our  commitments  at  the  first 
opportunity  we  have. 

It  is  unthinkable  that  the  Senate 
should  commit  itself  to  a  program,  and 
then  deliberately  undertake  to  destroy 
the  program  or  to  cripple  it  by  not  ap¬ 
propriating  the  amounts  of  money 
necessary  to  carry  it  on. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  senior  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  the  only 
reason  why  a  soil  bank  provision  was 
enacted  as  a  part  of  the  farm  program 
was  to  endeavor  to  reduce  the  overall 
number  of  acres  which  are  harvested 
every  year.  There  is  no  way  in  the 
world  by  which  crop  production  can  be 
reduced  except  by  curtailing  the  number 
of  acres  on  which  crops  are  grown  or 
from  which  they  are  harvested.  The 
most  economical  phase  of  the  entire 
farm  program  last  year  was  that  in¬ 
volved  in  crop  reduction. 

If  a  farmer  goes  into  the  acreage  re¬ 
serve  program,  he  is  paid  up  to  $47  or 
$50  an  acre  to  place  productive  acres 
under  the  contract.  But  under  the  con¬ 
servation  phase  of  the  soil  bank,  acreages 
are  being  contracted  for  at  the  rate  of 
$3,  $4,  and  $5  an  acre,  although  in  a  few 
instances  in  my  State  the  rate  has  gone 
above  $11  an  acre. 

If  a  farmer  plants  trees,  he  enters  into 
a  10-year  contract.  He  ties  his  land 
up  for  10  years.  He  takes  it  out  of  pro¬ 
duction  for  that  number  of  years.  He 
gets  $3,  $4,  or  not  to  exceed  $5  an  acre 
under  that  long-term  contract. 

Trees  are  being  grown  on  that  land 
which  will  benefit  future  generations. 
Not  only  is  the  countryside  being  beauti¬ 
fied,  but  the  fertility  of  the  land  is  being 
built  up,  because  if  it  is  planted  25  or  30 
years  from  now,  it  will  be  virgin  land 
from  which  crops  may  be  harvested. 
Therefore,  the  conservation  aspect  of 
the  soil  bank  is  the  most  economical 
phase  of  the  entire  farm  program. 

Mr.  President,  we  should  consider  the 
money  which  is  being  poured  out  under 
Public  Law  480  in  order  to  dispose  of 


surplus  commodities  in  foreign  coun¬ 
tries.  Consider  the  billions  of  dollars 
which  are  going  into  that  program. 
What  is  happening?  We  are  taking  the 
fertility  out  of  our  land  and  are  putting 
it  into  giveaway  programs  for  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  foreign  countries. 

I  regret  that  my  distinguished  friend 
from  Georgia  saw  fit  to  offer  this 
amendment.  He  is  one  of  the  greatest 
friends  agriculture  has  ever  had.  But 
in  this  instance  he  is  acting  against  the 
interests  of  agriculture.  He  is  denying 
to  agriculture  the  conservation  aspect 
of  this  program,  which  is  the  cheapest, 
the  most  economical  and  the  most  bene¬ 
ficial  to  American  agriculture. 

For  these  reasons,  I  most  sincerely 
hope  that  the  Senate  will  reject  the 
amendment.  To  adopt  it  will  be  taking 
a  backward  step,  rather  than  a  step  for¬ 
ward  with  a  constructive,  sound  farm 
program. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  California  yield  to 
me? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield  3  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Minesota. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Minnesota  is  recognized  for  3  min¬ 
utes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  it 
appears  to  me  that  the  amendment 
would  have  been  more  properly  offered 
if  the  proposed  limitation  had  been 
placed  on  the  national  average  payment 
per  acre,  because  if  the  national  aver¬ 
age  payment  had  been  reduced  to  not  to 
exceed  $7.50  an  acre,  the  sum  total  of 
the  appropriation  carried  at  this  point 
in  the  bill  might  well  have  been  reduced. 

However,  since  the  Senate  has  taken 
a  contrary  view,  and  has  overridden  the 
committee  amendment,  and  has  sus¬ 
tained  the  present  position  of  the  De¬ 
partment  in  regard  to  the  payments 
under  the  conservation  program,  which 
average  approximately  $8.84,  it  seems 
unwise  to  strike  $100  million  from  this 
appropriation  item. 

It  has  been  made  perfectly  clear  here 
that  the  conservation  program  was  slow 
in  getting  started.  That  occurred  be¬ 
cause  during  the  first  year  of  the  soil 
bank,  the  emphasis  was  upon  the  acre¬ 
age  reserve  section.  Some  of  the  delay 
occurred  because  of  politics,  and  some  of 
it  occurred  because  of  the  lack  of  incen¬ 
tive.  Regardless  of  that,  we  realize  that 
the  acreage  reserve  program  is  at  best  a 
temporary  expedient  for  the  purpose  of 
reducing  production.  I  say  it  has  not 
worked  well — but  even  the  acreage  re¬ 
serve  should  be  continued.  The  action  of 
the  House  in  eliminating  the  acreage  re¬ 
serve  program  in  1958  is  unwise. 

But  the  conservation  reserve  program 
is  dedicated  to  getting  marginal  lands 
out  of  production  and  to  storing  fertility 
in  the  soil,  rather  than  to  storing  the 
products  of  the  soil  in  bins.  The  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program  is  for  refor¬ 
estation,  wildlife  refugees,  recreational 
areas,  and  building  up  the  fertility  of  soil 
which  has  had  its  fertility  depleted. 

Therefore,  if  we  were  now  to  reduce 
the  appropriation  for  the  program,  we 
would  be  turning  back  on  what  we  began 
in  a  very  affirmative  way.  If  we  were  to 
reduce  the  appropriation,  it  might  be 
possible  to  get  by  for  1  year.  But  if  the 


appropriation  for  the  program  is  cut 
now,  we  shall  be  saying  to  the  farmers 
of  the  Nation  that  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program  is  to  be  limited  and  is  in 
retreat,  and  that  they  cannot  depend  on 
it.  We  must  remember  that  under  the 
conservation  reserve  program  there  is  a 
plan  for  long-range  programing.  In¬ 
stead,  those  contracts  are  for  3,  5,  10,  or 
15  years.  This  is  the  kind  of  program 
that  is  needed  in  order  to  prevent  certain 
areas  of  the  country  from  becoming 
desert  areas.  This  is  the  kind  of  pro¬ 
gram  that  is  needed  in  the  Great  Plains 
and  in  cutover  sections  and  in  sections 
where  the  productive  capacity  of  the  soil 
has  been  depleted.  This  program  must 
not  be  sacrificed.  I  am  willing  to  take 
the  gamble  of  having  the  Government 
spend  a  little  too  much  for  the  conser¬ 
vation  reserve,  rather  than  to  have  it 
spend  too  little.  Therefore,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  with  all  deference  to  Senators  who 
believe  to  the  contrary,  I  plead  with  my 
colleagues  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  to  vote 
for  the  appropriation  necessary  to  put 
this  program  into  operation. 

We  must  remember  that  this  will  be 
the  maximum,  and  there  will  be  no  man¬ 
date  that  all  of  the  appropriation  be 
spent.  Since  the  Senate  has  "voted  to 
strike  out  the  limitation  proposed  by  the 
committee — and  by  my  vote  I  helped  the 
Senate  take  that  action,  because  I 
thought  that  was  the  right  thing  to  do — 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  full  $350  million 
will  be  needed,  now  that  the  Senate  has 
said  there  will  be  no  limitation  per  acre 
on  the  payments  on  the  conservation 
reserve  contracts. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  time  of 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has  expired. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  MundtI. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  sin¬ 
cerely  hope  that  our  good  friends  on  the 
Democratic  side  of  the  aisle  will  give 
cool  and  calm  consideration  to  the  pre¬ 
sentation  they  have  just  heard  from  my 
friend  and  neighbor,  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey!. 

I  was  no  less  disappointed  than  was 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Georgia 
at  the  distinctly  partisan  vote  taken  on 
the  previous  amendment,  when,  almost 
without  exception,  our  friends  on  the 
Democratic  side  of  the  aisle  voted  against 
my  amendment  removing  the  restric¬ 
tion  in  the  payment,  as  proposed  by  the 
committee.  Since  that  was  a  partisan 
position,  and  a  partisan  vote,  however,  I 
am  proud  to  be  able  to  say  that  there 
were  exceptions,  and  that  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey!,  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland!, 
and  1  or  2  other  Senators  on  the 
Democratic  side  of  the  aisle  voted  as  I 
am  sure  they  would,  namely,  in  con¬ 
formity  with  the  position  taken  by  our 
agricultural  committee  and  in  favor  of 
my  amendment  to  sustain  that  position. 

Since  the  vote  was  a  partisan  one,  Mr. 
President,  I  was  never  more  proud  than 
I  was  of  the  position  taken  by  Senators 
on  the  Republican  side  of  the  aisle,  the 
Senators  who  belong  to  our  party.  Mr. 
President,  the  farmers  of  the  Nation  will 
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study  that  rollcall  vote  and  will  study 
the  record  of  this  rebate  in  that  con¬ 
nection,  and  they  will  observe  that,  al¬ 
most  without  exception,  the  Senators  on 
the  Republican  side  of  the  aisle  voted 
to  stand  by  the  commitments  made  to 
agriculture,  and  refused  to  shortchange 
the  American  farmer.  Every  Republican 
in  America  can  be  proud  of  the  record 
made  by  the  Senators  of  his  party  to¬ 
night. 

In  fact,  Mr.  President,  I  plead  with  my 
Democratic  friends  not  to  permit  petu¬ 
lance  or  disappointment  because  of  the 
defeat  they  had  on  the  other  amendment 
to  induce  them  to  vote  for  the  proposed 
slash  of  $100  million  in  the  appropria¬ 
tion  needed  in  order  to  comply  with  the 
soil-bank  promises  made  to  the  Ameri- 
■  can  farmers.  If  Senators  wish  to  see  the 
income  of  the  farmers  in  their  States 
really  drop,  let  Senators  vote  for  the 
pending  amendment,  which  would  re¬ 
duce  the  appropriation  by  $100  million, 
taking  that  amount  directly  away  from 
the  American  farmer,  who  has  been 
promised  it  by  legislation  enacted  by  his 
Congress. 

I  If  Senators  wish  to  penalize  the  farm¬ 
ers  who  have  entered  into  such  contracts 
with  the  Government,  and  if  Senators 
want  to  see  such  farmers  have  to  throw 
up  their  hands  in  despair  at  the  action 
of  a  Government  which,  one  year,  prom¬ 
ises  them  a  $450  million  program,  and  the 
next  year  reneges,  let  Senators  vote  for 
the  pending  amendment.  Let  the  roll- 
call  tell  the  story.  Certainly,  our  farm¬ 
ers  have  a  right  to  expect  some  kind  of 
assistance  and  some  kind  of  helpful  revi¬ 
sion  in  the  program  the  Congress  pre¬ 
sents  on  agricultural  problems. 

No  other  program  operates  for  the 
benefit  of  the  farmer  in  this  area  today. 
Certainly,  if  the  Senate  votes  to  roll  a 
stone  up  the  hill  one  day,  and  then  to 
roll  it  down  the  next  day,  like  Sisyphus, 
the  farmers  will  have  nothing  on  which 
to  rely.  I  certainly  hope  that  all  Demo¬ 
cratic  Senators  will  vote  unanimously 
this  time,  as  they  almost  did  on  the  other 
amendment;  but  in  this  case  I  hope  all 

I  Democratic  Senators  will  vote  in  favor  of 
the  $350  million  item  and  not  to  cripple 
our  soil-bank  program  before  it  is  even 
given  a  fair  trial. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Kansas  is  recognized  for  2  minutes. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
the  Senate  acted  wisely  in  voting  against 
the  $7.50  per  acre  limitation,  on  a  na¬ 
tional  average ;  and  I  believe  it  would  be 
unwise  for  the  Senate  to  vote  to  reduce 
by  $100  million  this  $350  million  item. 

As  I  stated  regarding  the  other  amend¬ 
ment,  if  a  cut  is  to  be  made,  as  proposed 
by  the  committee  amendment,  we  might 
just  as  well  eliminate  all  of  the  $350 
million. 

I  firmly  believe  that  if  the  other 
amendment  had  been  adopted,  even 
more  than  the  proposed  $350  million 
might  have  been  needed. 

I  do  not  have  a  great  deal  of  faith  in 
the  acreage  reserve,  even  though  some 
others  do.  But  in  the  present  case  we 
are  dealing  with  the  conservation  reserve 
program,  which  might  well  have  an  ap¬ 


propriation  of  $500  million.  We  have 
131.9  million  acres  of  class  4  land,  some 
of  which  should  be  in  grass,  and  some  of 
it  should  be  in  trees.  Let  us  get  the 
land  back  to  grass  and  to  trees,  and  let 
us  increase  by  a  small  number  of  dollars 
the  per  acre  payments  to  be  made,  in¬ 
stead  of  trying  to  maintain  a  program 
calling  for  payments  of  $10,  $15,  $30,  $40, 
or  $50  an  acre. 

So  I  urge  the  Senate  to  vote  for  the 
full  amount  of  $350  million,  which  was 
the  amount  called  for  in  the  committee 
amendment  as  reported  by  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland]. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Florida  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
been  somewhat  disappointed  to  hear 
Senators  speak  of  the  last  vote  as  if  it 
were  purely  a  party  vote.  So  far  as  I 
am  concerned,  I  do  not  take  a  party  po¬ 
sition  on  matters  gravely  affecting  the 
agricultural  life  of  the  Nation.  That  has 
been  my  position  on  the  issue  of  price 
controls  and  in  matters  in  the  field  of 
conservation,  as  well  as  other  matters, 
and  that  was  my  position  in  regard  to 
the  vote  taken  recently. 

On  the  contrary,  both  in  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  and  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  I  have  voted  my  convictions, 
which  were  to  the  effect  that  the  limi¬ 
tation  sought  to  be  imposed  would  be 
very  hurtful  in  parts  of  the  Nation.  We 
must  remember  that  this  is  a  national 
question,  not  a  State  question. 

On  this  particular  part  of  the  argu¬ 
ment,  I  agree  completely  with  the  posi¬ 
tion  already  taken  by  my  able  friend, 
the  junior  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey]. 

I  think  that  this  program,  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program,  is  the  very 
heart  of  this  whole  soil  bank  approach. 
Conservation  reserve  means  we  are  go¬ 
ing  to  be  planting  trees  and  we  are  go¬ 
ing  to  be  building  soil  and  we  are  going 
to  be  building  up  the  fertility  of  culti¬ 
vated  acres,  many  of  which  are  worn 
out.  If  there  is  anything  in  the  soil 
bank  that  appeals  to  people  who  want 
to  build  up  fertility  in  the  soil  and  re¬ 
store  fertility  to  wornout  soil,  it  is  the 
conservation  reserve  program.  My  only 
point  is  that  the  approach  under  the 
committee  proposal  is  too  timid,  because 
it  allows  only  $350  million  for  that  which 
is  the  heart  of  the  program,  whereas  the 
authorization  last  year  set  up  a  $450 
million  program  for  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  for  the  year  1958. 

I  do  not  like  to  see  us  march  right  back 
down  the  hill  when  an  issue  of  this  kind 
comes  before  us.  Particularly,  I  do  not 
like  to  see  any  approach  to  this  question 
on  a  partisan  basis.  I  decline  to  follow 
anyone  on  a  partisan  basis  on  this  kind 
of  issue. 

As  I  recall  the  vote,  I  heard  several 
votes  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  recent  action  taken  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota— the  Senator  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Hennings],  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  the  senior 
Senator  from  Florida,  myself,  and  others 


whose  vote  I  perhaps  did  not  hear.  I 
am  sure  the  reason  why  most  of  the 
votes  on  this  side  were  cast  the  other 
way  was  due  more  to  the  fact  that  they 
were  trying  to  stand  by  the  committee 
action  and  back  up  a  very  popular  and 
effective  subcommittee  chairman.  It 
happened  that  the  Senator  from  Florida 
had  taken  a  different  position  in  the 
committee,  and  he  took  it  in  voting  on 
the  floor,  although  he  did  not  say  any¬ 
thing  about  it. 

I  hope  we  shall  not  approach  this  kind 
of  question  from  a  partisan  standpoint. 
I  hope  we  shall  not  be  cutting  the  heart 
out  of  the  conservation  reserve  program 
for  this  approaching  year  by  reducing 
the  appropriation  $200  million  below 
that  which  we  authorized  for  fiscal  1958 
when  we  passed  the  bill  a  little  over  a 
year  ago.  I  hope  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  will  be  de¬ 
feated. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  wonder 
if  the  proponents  will  allow  me  1 
minute? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  gladly  yield  1  min¬ 
ute  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  shall  be  frank  in  my 
explanation  of  why  I  shall  vote  against 
the  amendment.  I  have  checked  it  with 
conservation  and  forestry  groups  in  my 
State.  They  all  point  out  that,  so  far 
as  my  State  is  concerned,  this  program 
is  highly  to  be  desired  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  conservation  and  wildlife  ref¬ 
uges,  as  mentioned  by  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota.  Therefore,  while  I  am  dis¬ 
appointed  whenever  I  do  not  vote  with 
the  Senator  from  Georgia,  in  the  inter¬ 
ests  of  conservation  in  my  State,  I  shall 
vote  against  the  amendment. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
yield  2  minutes  to  me? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Person¬ 
ally,  it  is  difficult  for  me  to  understand 
the  purpose  of  the  amendment.  If  there 
is  anything  to  conservation,  I  should 
think  we  would  want  to  offer  the  maxi¬ 
mum  opportunity  for  achieving  conser¬ 
vation.  If  the  money  is  not  contracted 
for,  it  will  not  be  spent;  but  if  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  conservation,  for  which  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program  was  estab¬ 
lished,  are  to  be  accomplished,  money 
has  got  to  be  appropriated  in  order  to 
make  the  program  effective.  If  the 
acres  are  not  signed  up,  the  money  will 
not  be  spent. 

On  pages  684  and  685  of  the  hearings 
there  appears  a  table  showing  the  pay¬ 
ment  an  acre,  and  the  extent,  under  the 
conservation  practices  carried  out  under 
the  1956  conservation  reserve  program. 
This  table  is  followed  by  footnotes  which 
describe  the  practices  for  which  pay¬ 
ments  are  allowed.  From  these  I  read: 

The  first  column  is  A-2,  “Planting  a 
permanent  cover  of  grasses  and  legumes 
for  soil  protection.” 

The  next  is  A-4  for  “Treatment  of 
cropland  with  lime  to  permit  the  use  of 
grasses  and  legumes,  soil  improvement, 
and  protection.” 

The  next — A-7  is  “Planting  trees  or 
shrubs  for  erosion  control,  watershed 
protection,  shelter  belts,  or  forestry 
purposes.” 
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I  may  say  that  the  A-7  practice  was 
the  only  one  used  in  my  State  last  year. 

Next — B-7  is  “Dams,  pits,  or  ponds  to 
permit  the  protection  of  educated  cover.” 

C-14  is  “Dams,  pits,  or  ponds  for  irri¬ 
gation  water.” 

D-l  is  “Planting  grasses  or  legumes 
for  winter  cover.” 

D-2  is  “Planting  grasses  or  legumes 
for  summer  cover.” 

G-l  is  “Establishing  and  managing 
cover  for  wildlife.” 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  time  of 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  has 
expired. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  1  additional 
minute  to  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Senators 
as  you  can  see,  they  are  all  for  conserva¬ 
tion  purposes.  If  the  acres  are  not 
signed  up,  the  money  will  not  be  spent. 
Why  should  we  not  let  the  program  go 
forward  at  least  at  three-fourths  the 
rate  which  was  envisioned  when  the  soil- 
conservation  program  was  adopted? 
Why  not  approve  the  $350  million  as  the 
bill  is  presented?  The  authorization 
originally  was  $450  million. 

Under  the  next  paragraph  which  deals 
with  the  acreage  reserve,  the  amount  of 
program  is  limited  to  $500  million. 
Thus,  if  the  pending  amendment  should 
prevail,  instead  of  the  soil-bank  program 
being  permitted  to  carry  on  at  the  au¬ 
thorized  rate  of  $1,250  million,  it  will  be 
funded  at  the  rate  of  only  $750  million. 
That  will  be  a  reduction  of  $500,000,000, 
for  the  operation  of  the  soil  bank  under 
what  was  authorized  when  adopted  by 
the  Congress  last  year. 

If  the  purposes  of  the  conservation 
practices  are  not  good,  kill  the  program 
outright.  But  if  the  conservation  prac¬ 
tices  are  desirable,  we  should  provide  the 
funds.  If  the  signup  does  not  require 
this  amount,  the  money  will  not  be  spent. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  vote  against  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment.  I  wish  to  point  out  that  if  tlrere 
is  provided  only  $250  million  to  carry  on 
the  program,  $165  million  of  that  will  be 
necessary  to  carry  out  existing  contracts, 
and  there  will  remain  only  $85  million 
for  new  contracts. 

It  is  my  belief  that  the  soil-bank  pro¬ 
gram  should  be  given  a  fair  trial.  I 
am  rather  disappointed  that  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Georgia  is  seek¬ 
ing  to  reduce  the  appropriation  relative 
to  the  conservation  reserve  acres  portion 
of  the  soil  bank.  As  the  Senator  from 
Florida  pointed  out,  the  authorization 
amounts  to  $450  million  per  year  for 
that  part  of  the  soil  bank.  Even  if  the 
Senate  goes  along  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
we  shall  be  short  $100  million  of  the 
amount  authorized  in  the  law. 

I  wish  to  say  I  voted  against  the  Mundt 
amendment  when  it  was  up  for  consid¬ 
eration,  although  I  favored  it.  I  made 
a  strenuous  effort  before  the  committee, 
to  defeat  the  committee  amendment,  to 
limit  acreage  payments,  as  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  knows.  Having  lost 
my  fight  before  the  committee,  I  resolved 
to  follow  the  committee  bill  as  reported. 
Such  a  course  is  in  keeping  with  my 


policy  of  standing  with  the  committee  on 
which  I  am  privileged  to  serve.  Only 
in  a  few  instances  have  I  violated  that 
policy. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  time  of 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has  expired. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  make  a  few  brief  observations  with 
respect  to  some  of  the  arguments  which 
have  been  made  against  my  amendment. 
Some  Senators  have  sought  to  make  it  a 
test  of  whether  or  not  a  Senator  is  in 
favor  of  conservation  if  he  votes  in  favor 
of  the  amendment.  I  shall  have  to  leave 
that  to  time. 

The  bill  contains  a  program  of  conser¬ 
vation,  under  the  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  provision,  of  $250  million,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  $250  million  proposed  by  the 
amendment,  which  will  provide,  in  the 
next  year,  a  half  billion  dollars’  worth  of 
conservation  activities  in  the  United 
States,  which  will  be  just  twice  what  we 
have  had  in  any  year  for  the  past  8  or  10 
years.  So  there  is  no  dearth  of  funds 
for  conservation.  The  soil  conservation 
program  is  here;  it  is  working;  it  is  in 
operation. 

I  am  somewhat  amazed  to  hear  the 
argument  which  is  made  here  that,  be¬ 
cause  the  Soil  Bank  Act  authorized  $450 
million  for  a  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
gram,  we  could  not  increase  that  pro¬ 
gram  next  year  and  be  consistent  with 
the  provisions  of  the  act. 

I  am  surprised  to  hear  that  argument 
come  from  Senators  who  say  they  are  all 
for  the  soil  bank  program.  They  rise  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  and  say,  “We 
must  have  at  least  a  $350  million  pro¬ 
gram  next  year,  an  increase  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $175  million  over  what  we  have 
today.”  Yet  nobody  has  proposed  to 
touch  the  acreage  reserve  program, 
which  has  been  cut  back  $250  million 
from  the  amount  authorized  this  year. 

Talk  about  consistency.  We  are 
spending  $612  million  this  year  on  the 
acreage  reserve  program.  There  is  a 
limitation  here  of  a  $500  million  program 
for  next  year.  Nobody  has  talked  about 
that.  That  is  a  cutback. 

The  amendment  I  have  offered  allows 
for  a  substantial  increase  in  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program  for  the  next 
year. 

Then  comes  the  attempt  to  make  a  test 
of  supporting  the  soil  bank,  based  upon 
whether  or  not  the  Senators  vote  down 
the  amendment  I  have  proposed.  If  a 
Senator  is  consistent  in  supporting  the 
soil  bank  all  he  has  to  do  is  strike  out 
all  these  limitations  and  restore  a  $750 
million  program  next  year  for  the  acre¬ 
age  reserve. 

We  hear  about  the  $350  million.  Un¬ 
der  the  basic  act  the  limitation  on  the 
acreage  reserve  program  is  $750  million 
a  year. 

I  wish  to  put  all  Senators  on  notice. 
If  they  desire  to  be  consistent,  there  is  a 
limitation  in  this  bill  of  $500  million  on 
next  year’s  acreage  reserve  program,  and 
that  is  a  cutback  of  $112  million  from 
what  we  are  spending  on  it  this  year.  So 
if  Senators  are  consistently  supporting 
the  whole  soil  bank  program,  they  have  to 
authorize  expenditures  totaling  $1.2  bil¬ 
lion  next  year  for  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  and  the  acreage  reserve  programs. 


Talk  about  consistency.  Some  say  I 
am  not  consistent  although  I  provided 
an  increase  for  the  conservation  reserve. 
Senators  stand  calmly  by  and  see  a  re¬ 
duction  made  in  the  acreage  reserve 
program,  which  was  supposed  to  be  the 
part  of  the  program  which  would  get 
us  out  of  the  surplus  surfeit  that  has 
been  harassing  and  bedeviling  us  for 
so  many  years. 

I  am  as  strongly  committed  to  the 
cause  of  soil  conservation  as  any  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Senate,  but,  Mr.  President, 
that  does  not  mean  I  am  willing  to 
throw  away  money — paying,  for  in¬ 
stance,  $1,000  for  a  fishpond,  and  then 
paying  the  farmer  $11  an  acre  for  the 
land  in  the  fishpond  covered  by  the 
water.  Senators  can  go  ahead  and 
adopt  that  kind  of  practice  if  they  want 
to  do  it — and  they  apparently  do.  I  am 
in  favor  of  conservation,  but  I  am  not 
in  favor  of  paying  as  high  as  $88.50  an 
acre  for  the  practice  of  planting  trees, 
and  then  paying  the  man  who  owns  the 
land  and  to  whom  we  have  given  $88.50 
an  acre  for  the  practice,  a  rental  of 
$16.50  a  year,  for  10  years,  while  the 
trees  he  planted  at  Government  ex¬ 
pense  are  making  him  rich,  and  can  be 
garnered  after  the  program  is  ended. 

Senators  can  call  that  conservation  if 
they  wish.  I  think  some  farmers  will 
find  it  pretty  good  business,  and  it  is 
practiced  at  the  expense  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  taxpayer. 

The  amendment  merely  proposes  to 
limit  this  program  to  $250  million  next 
year.  That  will  provide  an  increase  of 
about  $75  million.  It  would  allow  much 
more  than  that  by  way  of  increase,  if 
the  practice  payments,  were  reduced, 
because  the  rental  paid  this  year  is  only 
$61  million. 

We  can  make  good  every  contract  we 
have  made. 

I  was  surprised  to  hear  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken]  say  that  we  are  breaking  our 
commitment  to  the  American  farmers 
if  we  do  not  double  the  conservation 
reserve  program,  when  he  is  breaking 
that  commitment  by  supporting  a  $500 
million  acreage  reserve  program,  which 
is  a  cutback  of  $112  million  from  what 
we  are  paying  this  year. 

I  am  not  under  any  illusion,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  as  to  what  will  happen  to  this 
amendment.  I  was  not  under  any  illu¬ 
sion  when  I  offered  it. 

I  have  heard  a  great  deal  said  here 
about  economy.  I  want  the  Record  to 
show  that  the  dollars  we  speak  of  so 
glibly  will  have  to  be  paid,  under  the 
very  loose  program  which  has  been 
adopted  by  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  for  a  period  of  10  years.  When 
Senators  vote  for  $1  they  are  voting  for 
$10.  I  hope  the  American  taxpayers 
know  that.  These  bills  have  to  be  paid 
for  the  next  9  years. 

Senators  may  call  that  partisanship,  if 
they  wish.  I  do  not  care  what  they  call 
it.  It  is  my  philosophy  that  conserva¬ 
tion  is  a  good  thing,  but  I  do  not  believe 
in  strewing  money  around  needlessly. 

We  have  a  great  conservation  program. 
We  have  the  ACP  program,  calling  for 
$250  million  a  year,  in  this  bill.  That  is 
one  conservation  program  which  has  not 
been  touched  or  reduced  by  the  soil-bank 
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program;  indeed,  the  soil -bank  program 
has  been  pyramided  on  top  of  it. 

I  want  to  relieve  any  Member  of  the 
Senate  who  would  be  willing  to  risk  being 
called  my  friend  of  any  obligation  to  vote 
for  this  amendment.  The  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  referred  to  that 
suggestion  in  his  remarks.  Senators 
should  vote  their  consciences  as  they  see 
them,  because  I  am  not  offering  the 
amendment  as  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee.  I  am  not  appealing  to  Senators  for 
the  sake  of  any  friendship.  I  am  offer¬ 
ing  the  amendment  because  I  feel  it  is 
my  duty  to  try  to  hold  this  program  in 
some  kind  of  a  check  and  not  let  it  ex¬ 
pand  too  much  under  the  present  loose 
administration,  when  I  know  that  the 
payments  under  contracts  entered  into 
so  gaily  have  to  be  paid  year  after  year 
over  the  period  of  the  next  10  years. 

We  are  only  planting  the  seed  when 
we  enlarge  this  program,  but  there  will 
result  flourishing  trees  which  we  will 
have  to  supply  with  water  at  the  expense 
of  the  American  taxpayer  for  the  next 
10  years. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  moment? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  had  to  go  to  New 
Mexico  over  the  weekend,  and  I  was  told 
about  what  the  Senator  is  now  discuss¬ 
ing,  I  believe.  Mr.  McDonald,  a  dairy¬ 
man  farmer  living  near  Clovis,  N.  Mex., 
told  me,  personally,  that  owners  of  land 
which  was  not  forth  more  than  $20  came 
under  this  program  and  were  paid  $75. 
Thereafter,  when  the  owners  received 
the  $75  under  the  program,  they  would 
put  the  land  up  for  sale,  and  go  to  work 
at  the  airbase. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  ,Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
doubt  that  this  program  has  been  abused. 
I  have  not  had  the  staff  or  the  facilities 
to  run  down  all  the  rumors  I  have  heard 
as  to  land  which  has  been  sold  and  title 
transferred,  with  no  obligation  on  the 
buyer  to  pay  for  the  land  except  through 
the  soil-bank  payments.  I  do  not  say  that 
practice  is  widespread,  but  if  such  case 
happened  in  the  name  of  conservation 
it  is  one  case  too  many.  This  is  a  pro¬ 
gram  we  ought  to  believe  in,  certainly 
when  we  permit  this  much  of  an  in¬ 
crease,  when  we  know  the  payments  have 
to  be  multiplied  by  10  in  the  long  run, 
we  must  add  the  expense  of  a  billion 
dollars  which  would  be  involved  if  we 
increase  this  appropriation  $100  million. 
-  Mr.  President,  I  reserve  the  remainder 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  left? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  California  has  4  minutes. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield  3  min¬ 
utes  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Dirksen] . 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  there 
is  no  element  of  consistency  or  incon¬ 
sistency  involved  in  this  matter. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  glad  the  Senator 
makes  that  confession,  because  it  has 
been  argued  here  that  I  was  npt  con¬ 
sistent. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  have  never  made 
that,  argument. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  did  not  say  the  Sen¬ 
ator  had. 


Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  simply  submit  to  the 
Senate  this  program  is  exactly  what  the 
name  implies ;  it  is  a  conservation  acre¬ 
age-reserve  program,  and  it  is  meant  to 
conserve  the  acres  of  this  Republic  on 
a  3 -year  contract,  or  a  5-year  contract, 
or  a  10-year  contract,  or  in  some  cases 
on  a  15-year  contract.  We  do  not  make 
a  commitment  entirely  over  a  10-year 
period. 

This  whole  matter  was  promulgated 
in  the  first  instance  in  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  The  distinguished  chairman  of  that 
committee,  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender],  stood  today  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  said  he  was  opposed  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  tire  Senator  from 
Georgia.  The  distinguished  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland!,  a  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry,  and  one  thoroughly  devoted  to  the 
cause  of  agriculture,  stands  in  his  place 
in  the  Senate  and  opposes  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Geor¬ 
gia.  The  distinguished  Senator  from 
Minnesota  is  a  member  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 
He  helped  to  fashion  and  shape  the  pro¬ 
gram.  He  stands  in  his  place  tonight 
and  opposes  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia. 

Is  it  necessary  to  marshal  any  more 
testimony?  Is  it  necessary  to  summon 
any  more  witnesses  against  the  very 
thing  which  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee  proposes  to  do; 
namely,  to  cut  this  program  by  $100  mil¬ 
lion?  If  we  intend  to  cripple  it,  let  us 
eliminate  it  altogether.  But  if  we  are 
to  have  a  conservation  program,  if  we 
are  to  have  a  program  to  which  Member 
after  Member  in  the  Senate  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  has  addressed  himself 
with  vigor,  let  us  support  it.  On  the 
other  hand,  there  was  little  enthusiasm 
for  the  acreage  reserve  program.  It 
must  be  apparent  to  those  who  have 
followed  the  destinies  of  agriculture  that 
this  is  the  one  thing  upon  which  those 
leaders  have  set  their  hearts  as  the  hope 
of  the  American  farmer  and  the  hope  of 
the  country  in  conserving  the  rich  nat¬ 
ural  resources  of  our  soil. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  think  it  is  nec¬ 
essary  to  say  anything  further  so  far  as 
those  who  brought  this  program  before 
the  Senate  in  the  first  instance  last  year 
are  concerned.  If  we  are  to  have  a  pro¬ 
gram,  let  us  not  stand  it  on  one  leg. 
Let  us  give  it  a  fair  chance,  and  vote  the 
entire  $350  million.  In  doing  so  we  shall' 
still  be  $100  million  under  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  brought  in  by  the  legislative  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

I  therefore  trust  that  the  amendment 
of  my  very  distinguished  friend  from 
Georgia  will  be  roundly  rejected. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Russell]. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  have 
I  any  further  time? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
has  11  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  shall  use  about  2 
minutes  to  inject  a  somewhate  lighter 
note  into  this  argument. 


I  must  express  to  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  my  deep  appreciation  for  the 
high  compliment  he  has  paid  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender]  and  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye].  I 
regret  that  the  light  did  not  strike  him 
when  the  farm  bill  was  before  us  last 
year.  It  has  just  now  come  to  his  at¬ 
tention  that  they  are  men  who  are 
worthy  of  being  praised. 

This  issue  is  merely  a  matter  of  de¬ 
gree.  The  overall  authorization  in  the 
bill  of  which  the  distinguished  Senators 
to  whom  I  have  referred  were  architects 
is,  over  a  4-year  period,  $450  million  in 
any  1  year. 

It  is  but  natural  that  the  fathers  of 
the  soil  bank — godfathers  as  well  as 
putative  fathers — should  look  upon  it 
with  more  favor  than  those  of  us  who 
have  the  annual  chore  of  appropriating 
funds  for  it.  It  is  all  a  question  of  de¬ 
gree.  The  total  authorization  under  the 
law,  over  a  4-year  period,  is  $450  million 
in  any  1  year.  The  farmers  signed  con¬ 
tracts  for  about  $172  million  for  this 
year.  So  if  they  have  $350  million,  they 
will  have  as  much  again  next  year.  If 
they  have  $250  million,  they  will  not 
have  quite  as  much  as  they  have. 

The  question  of  the  nurseries,  raised 
by  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken],  is  not  involved  in  the  slightest 
degree  in  the  amendment.  The  nurs¬ 
eries  are  in  operation,  and  the  money  is 
in  the  bill  for  them. 

No  Senator  likes  to  think  that  he  is 
a  slave  to  consistency.  We  know  that 
consistency  is  the  hobgoblin  of  small 
minds.  Therefore,  no  Senator  would 
admit  that  he  had  to  be  bothered  with 
consistency.  I  express  the  hope  that 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  will  recognize 
the  leadership  of  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  and  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  when  we  bring  a  real  soil-bank  bill 
to  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  If  a  real  bill  comes 
to  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  I  shall  be  more 
than  delighted  to  follow  in  the  footsteps 
of  those  distinguished  Senators. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  did  not  share  the  views  expressed 
by  them. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Only  because  one 
item  was  not  included  in  the  bill. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Russell], 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
ready  for  a  vote.  I  yield  back  any  time 
remaining  to  me. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time 
and  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
withdraw  the  suggestion  of  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Russell].  On  this  question  the 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll. 
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Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Clark],  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas],  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Fulbright],  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green],  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee,  [Mr.  Kefauver],  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely]  , 
and  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers]  are  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan]  is  absent  on  official  business 
by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Douglas]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  would  vote  “nay”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Rhode  Island  would  vote  “yea.’* 

I  further  announce,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Kefauver]  and  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Neely]  would  each  vote 
“nay.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Cot¬ 
ton],  that  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
[Mr.  Hruska],  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Malone],  and  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young]  are  absent 
on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bridges]  and  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Langer]  are  absent 
because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Bush]  and  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Martin]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Payne] 
is  necessarily  absent. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Bush],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska],  and 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Martin],  and  the  Senator  from  Maine 
[Mr.  Payne]  would  each  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  26, 
nays  52,  as  follows: 


YEAS— 26 


Anderson 

Hayden 

Purtell 

Barrett 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Revercomb 

Bible 

Kennedy 

Robertson 

Byrd 

Kerr 

Russell 

Chavez 

Lausche 

Saltonstall 

Dworshak 

Mansfield 

Smith,  Maine 

Ervin 

Monroney 

Thurmond 

Frear 

O’Mahoney 

Williams 

Goldwater 

Pastore 

NAYS— 62 

Aiken 

Gore 

Morton 

Allott 

Hennings 

Mundt 

Beall 

Hickenlooper 

Murray 

Bennett 

Hill 

Neuberger 

Bricker 

Holland 

Potter 

Butler 

Humphrey 

Schoeppel 

Capehart 

Ives 

Scott 

Carlson 

Jackson 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Carroll 

Javits 

Sparkman 

Case,  N.  J. 

Jenner 

Stennis  . 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Symington 

Church 

Knowland 

Talmadge 

Cooper 

Kuchel 

Thye 

Curtis 

Long 

Watkins 

Dirksen 

Magnuson 

Wiley 

Eastland 

Martin,  Iowa 

Yarborough 

EUender 

McNamara 

Flanders 

Morse 

NOT  VOTING— 17 

Bridges 

Green 

McClellan 

Bush 

Hruska 

Neely 

Clark 

Kefauver 

Payne 

Cotton 

Langer 

Smathers 

Douglas 

Malone 

Young 

Fulbright 

Martin,  Pa. 

So  Mr.  Russell’s  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  to  the  desk  an  amendment  which  is 
offered  on  behalf  of  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Symington],  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Carroll],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  and  my¬ 
self.  I  ask  that  the  amendment  be 
stated 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  4, 
line  17,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  the 
figure  “$16,586,000,”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  figure  “$18,388,000.” 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  deals  with  the  section  of 
the  appropriation  bill  which  refers  to  the 
Federal  Meat  Inspection  Service.  The 
committee  provided  for  $16,586,000.  The 
administration  budget  request  was  for 
$18,718,000.  The  amendment  submitted 
by  us  provides  for  $18,388,000,  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $1,802,000. 

The  amount  will  take  care  of  the  ad¬ 
ditional  inspectors  who  are  recommend¬ 
ed  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
plus  the  increase  in  funds  which  will  be 
necessary  to  put  into  effect  the  reclassi¬ 
fication  program  which  has  been  ordered 
by  the  Civil  Service  Commission. 

I  would  have  the  Record  note  that  the 
Meat  Inspection  Service  is  obligated  to 
put  into  effect  a  reclassification  program 
during  fiscal  year  1958,  at  a  cost  of 
$590,000.  It  is  also  obligated  to  supply 
uniforms  to  inspectors,  at  a  cost  of  $230,- 
000.  The  amendment  does  not  take  into 
consideration  the  $230,000  for  uniforms. 
It  was  the  feeling  of  the  sponsors  of  the 
amendment  that  this  amount  could  be 
absorbed  in  the  appropriations  which 
would  be  made  available  to  the  Service. 

It  should  be  crystal  clear  that  if  the 
$590,000  is  not  supplied  for  the  additional 
increment  in  salaries,  due  to  reclassifica¬ 
tion,  it  will  have  to  be  supplied  at  a  later 
date  in  a*  supplemental  appropriation 
bill.  If  an  amendment  is  offered  to  our 
amendment,  or  a  substitute  is  offered 
to  the  amendment,  as  I  have  heard  it 
indicated,  the  Senate  will  be  required  at 
a  later  date  to  pay  the  bill  for  the  re¬ 
classification.  It  is  merely  a  matter  of 
whether  we  wish  to  do  it  now  in  the 
appropriation  bill  before  us  or  whether 
we  want  the  Record  to  indicate  for  the 
moment  that  we  were  a  little  economy 
minded,  and  then  within  a  few  months 
'take  care  of  it  in  a  supplemental  bill. 

One  other  point  I  should  like  to  make 
is  this:  During  the  past  9  months  meat 
inspection  had  to  be  temporarily  cur¬ 
tailed  in  the  meat  packing  plants  in  18 
cities  throughout  the  Nation,  because 
replacements  were  not  available  when 
the  regularly  assigned  inspectors  were 
unable  to  work. 

It  should  be  further  noted  that  the 
meat  packing  industry  is  being  decen¬ 
tralized.  There  is  a  reason  for  that.  Let 
me  say  to  my  friends  in  the  areas  where 
beef  cattle  have  become  an  important 
part  of  the  economy,  that  the  packing 
houses  have  become  decentralized  so  that 
they  will  be  closer  to  the  sources  of  sup¬ 
ply  of  cattle,  because  it  is  cheaper  to  ship 
dressed  beef  than  it  is  to  ship  cattle.  The 
packers  prefer  to  be  closer  to  the  source 


of  supply  and  also  prefer  to  be  closer  to 
the  market  for  the  processed  product. 
The  facts  I  have  indicate  that  during 
the  past  5  years  the  number  of  meat 
packing  plants  covered  by  the  Federal 
Meat  Inspection  Service  has  increased 
from  approximately  900  to  1,300. 

That  is  an  increase  of  407  plants.  In 
servicing  those  plants,  the  inspectors 
have  had  to  be  assigned  to  500  cities  and 
towns  in  1957,  in  contrast  to  400  cities 
and  towns  in  1953. 

The  number  of  animals  inspected  has 
increased  from  90  million  in  1953  to  110 
million  in  1957. 

The  manning  of  the  meat  inspection 
organization  has  simply  not  kept  pace 
with  this  increase,  either  in  the  number 
of  packing  plants,  the  number  of  loca¬ 
tions  or  communities,  or  the  numbers  of 
cattle  which  had  to  be  handled  iii  the 
packing  operations. 

We  all  know  that  a  meat  inspector 
stands  right  along  the  production  man 
in  a  packing  plant.  If  there  is  not  an 
adequate  number  of  meat  inspectors  to 
handle  the  production,  there  is  only  one 
thing  to  do,  and  that  is  to  cut  down  the 
production.  When  the  production  is 
cut  down,  it  means  a  tightened  supply. 
When  there  is  a  tightened  supply,  the  - 
price  is  raised.  So  when  production  is 
cut  down,  not  only  is  there  a  tightened 
supply,  but  the  price  is  raised,  and  the 
farmer  is  denied  a  readily  available  mar¬ 
ket  for  his  livestock. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Is  it  not 
true  that  this  is  one  amendment  which 
will  benefit  both  the  consumer  and  the 
producer,  in  that  it  will  protect  the 
consumer  and  will  aid  the  producer? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  is  my  feeling 
that  it  will  surely  do  that.  I  cannot 
imagine  that  we  would  to  have  less  than 
adequate  inspection  of  meat. 

I  am  certain  the  argument  also  will 
be  made  that  under  the  amount  recom¬ 
mended,  with  payment  by  the  packers  of 
overtime,  they  can  get  adequate  Federal 
inspection.  But  I  would  have  the  Rec¬ 
ord  further  show  that  when  overtime  is 
paid,  that  amount  is  included  in  the  cost 
of  the  product  which  goes  to  the  con¬ 
sumer. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  would  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  object  to  my  asking  unanimous 
consent  to  have  telegrams  I  have  re¬ 
ceived  on  this  subject  printed  in  the 
Record  following  his  remarks? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  may  have  the  tele¬ 
grams  printed  in  the  Record  following 
the  conclusion  of  my  remarks. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may  have 
the  same  privilege  of  having  a  series  of 
telegrams  printed  in  the  Record  follow¬ 
ing  the  conclusion  of  the  remarks  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  2.) 
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Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
bring  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate  the 
fact  that  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
has  spent  almost  2  years  working  out 
schedules  of  compensation  to  become  ef¬ 
fective  July  1,  1957.  In  other  words,  in 
about  15  or  16  days  an  entirely  new  com¬ 
pensation  schedule  will  go  into  effect  for 
veterinarians  and  others  engaged  in  the 
Federal  meat  inspection  service.  Con¬ 
gress  will  have  to  provide  the  money.  If 
it  does  not  provide  the  money  now,  it 
will  be  necessary  to  provide  it  when  Con¬ 
gress  returns  next  January. 

I  feel  that  that  states  my  case..  I  hope 
the  Senate  will  agree  to  my  amendment. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  The  correspondence 
I  have  received  from  Colorado  corrobo¬ 
rates  everything  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  has  said  on  the 
floor.  That  is  why  I  am  so  happy  to 
join  with  him  in  offering  the  amendment. 
As  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  has 
said,  the  amendment  will  benefit  and 
protect  both  the  consumer  and  the  pro¬ 
ducer.  __  \ 

I  congratulate  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  on  the  clear  and  concise  presen¬ 
tation  of  his  statement. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  wish  to  compli¬ 
ment  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  for 
his  excellent,  concise  statement.  I  join 
with  him  wholeheartedly  in  offering  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  used  as  much  time  as  I  need.  I 
yield  the  floor. 

Exhibit  1 

Mitchell,  S.  Dak.,  June  3,  1957. 
Francis  Case, 

Senate  Office  Building. 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

On  June  5,  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Agri¬ 
cultural  Appropriations  will  act  on  providing 
funds  for  Federal  meat,  inspection  during 
ensuing  year.  Theoretically  inadequate  ap¬ 
propriation  will  undoubtedly  result  in  the 
ultimate  reduction  of  Government  inspec¬ 
tion  personnel,  thus  resulting  in  the  curtail¬ 
ment  of  handling  of  livestock.  We  sincerely 
urge  passage  of  proper  appropriation  for  ade¬ 
quate  meat  inspection. 

George  A.  Hormel  &  Co.' 

David  W.  Corey,  General  Manager. 


Sioux  Falls,  S.  Dak. 

Hon.  Francis  Case, 

Washington,  D.  C.r 

^Urgent  please  use  influence  provide  addi¬ 
tional  funds  over  this  year’s  budget  for  agri¬ 
culture  research  service,  United  States  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  avoid  serious 
interference  with  important  inspection  con¬ 
trol  and  research  activities  and  injury  to 
livestock  and  meat  industries  and  consumers. 
J.  B.  Sigrist,  Cathryn  J.  Cammack,  Wal¬ 
ter  G.  Wachob,  Francis  J.  Barron, 
W.  John  Duhon,  George  Casady,  Carl 
S.  Nash,  Philip  A.  Ray,  B.  A.  Jacoby. 

Belle  Fourche,  S.  Dak. 
Senator  Francis  Case, 

Washington,  D.  C 

Please  support  aggricultural  appropria¬ 
tions  bill  retaining  the  $2  million  for  utiliza¬ 
tion  research. 

Western  South  Dakota  Sheep 
Growers  Association, 

John  Widdoss,  Secretary. 


Watertown,  S.  Dak.,  June  4,  1957. 
Hon.  Francis  Case, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Case:  I  am  writing  this 
letter  to  urge  you  to  support  the  President’s 
budget  proposal  for  the  Meat  Inspection 
Service,  that  is,  a  total  appropriation  of 
$18,718,000  and  especially  the  $1,212,000 
earmarked  for  the  hiring  of  the  new  inspec¬ 
tors. 

I  have  worked  in  the  packing  industry 
for  over  20  years,  and  I  fear  very  much  the 
danger  of  relaxing  to  the  very  least  on  strict 
Government  inspection.  I  sincerely  urge 
you  to  back  this  pregram  with  all  your 
power,  for  better  health  and  sanitation  in 
the  packing  plants  of  these  United  States. 

Thanking  you  for  your  past  support, 

I  remain, 

William  J.  Fox. 

Washington,  D.  C.,  June  11,  1957. 
Hon.  Francis  Case, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Please  support  amendment  restoring  Meat 
Inspection  Service  funds  during  Agricul¬ 
ture  budget  debate  today-tomorrow.  Addi¬ 
tional  inspectors  desperately  needed.  Tem¬ 
porary  curtailments  in  meat  production  be¬ 
cause  inspector  shortage  already  occurred  in 
18  cities.  Higher  meat  prices  for  consum¬ 
ers,  unemployment  among  workers,  lower 
cattle  prices  for  farmers  will  result  unless 
cuts  restored. 

Amalgamated  Meat  Cutters  and 
Butcher  Workmen,  AFL-CIO, 
Earl  W.  Jimerson,  President, 
Patrick  E.  Gorman. 

Secretary-Treasurer. 

Washington,  D.  C.,  June  11,  1957. 
Hon.  Francis  Case, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Unless  amount  requested  by  USDA  for  es¬ 
sential  meat  inspection  services  is  restored 
by  the  Senate  it  will  mean  layoff  of  Federal 
meat  inspectors  and  curtailment  of  produc¬ 
tion  in  packing  industry  to  the  detriment 
of  both  livestock  producers  and  consumers. 
Urge  you  to  support  restoration  of  USDA 
budget  request  when  meat  appropriation 
comes  before  Senate  for  vote  today  or  to¬ 
morrow. 

American  Meat  Institute, 

At .ed  P.  Davies. 

Exhibit  2 

June  6,  1957. 

Senator  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

United  States  Senate  Building, 
Washington,  D.  C.: 

Please  support  the  President’s  budget  pro¬ 
posals  for  the  Meat  Inspection  Service  that 
is  a  total  appropriation  of  $18,718,000  and 
especially  the  $1,212,000  earmarked  for  the 
hiring  of  the  new  inspectors.  We  wish  to 
point  out  the  dangers  to  consumers,  pack¬ 
inghouse  workers  and  farmers  if  additional 
inspectors  are  not  added  to  the  Meat  Inspec¬ 
tion  Service.  Thank  you  for  your  full  coop¬ 
eration. 

'  AMALGAMATED  MEAT  CUTTERS  AND 
Butcher  Workmen  of  North 
America, 

Charles  J.  Mentrin, 

International  Vice  President. 

Seattle,  Wash.,  June  6,  1957. 
Senator  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Please  support  the  President’s  budget  pro¬ 
posals  for  the  Meat  Inspection  Service  that 
is  a  total  appropriation  of  $18,718,000  and 
especially  the  $1,212,000  earmarked  for  the 
hiring  of  the  new  inspectors.  We  wish  to 
point  out  the  dangers  to  consumers,  packing¬ 
house  workers,  and  farmers  if  additional  in¬ 
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spectors  are  not  added  to  the  Meat  Inspection 
Service.  Thank  you  for  your  full  cooperation. 
Washington  Federation  op  Butchers, 
George  Corey,  President, 

Charles  J.  Mentrin,  Secretary, 

Olympia,  Wash.,  June  10,  1957. 
Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Request  your  support  for  additional  funds 
for  this  year’s  budget  for  United  States  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  Agriculture  Re¬ 
search  Service,  to  eliminate  reduction  which 
will  seriously  interfere  with  important  in¬ 
spection,  control,  and  research  activities  and 
do  serious  injury  to  livestock  and  meat  in¬ 
dustries  and  consumers. 

National  Association  Federal 

V  ETERIN  ARIANS, 

Irwin  Erickson, 

Resident  Secretary. 

Olympia,  Wash.,  June  10,  1957. 
Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Urge  favorable  consideration  budget 
needs  Agricultural  Research  Service  for  vi¬ 
tally  needed  research  and  disease  eradication 
work.  Such  action  necessary  to  economy  ag¬ 
riculture  interest  and  for  protection  consum¬ 
ing  public.  We  are  grateful  for  your  past 
support  and  trust  this  matter  will  receive 
your  full  attention. 

Washington  State  Veterinary  Medical 
Association, 

William  F.  Harris,  Secretary. 


Washington,  D.  C.,  June  11,  1957. 
Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Please  support  amendment  restoring 
meat  inspection  service  funds  during  Ag¬ 
riculture  budget  debate  today,  tomorrow. 
Additional  inspectors  desperately  needed. 
Temporary  curtailments  in  meat  production 
because  inspector  shortage  already  occurred 
in  18  cities.  Higher  meat  prices  for  con¬ 
sumers,  unemployment  among  workers, 
lower  cattle  prices  for  farmers  will  result 
unless  cuts  restored. 

Amalgamated  Meat  Cutters  and 
Butcher  Workmen,  AFL-CIO, 

Earl  W.  Jimerson,  President. 

Patrick  E.  Gorman,  Secretary- 
Treasurer. 

Washington,  D.  C.,  June  11,  1957. 
Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Unless  amount  requested  by  USDA  for 
essential  meat  inspection  services  is  re¬ 
stored  by  the  Senate  it  will  mean  layoff  of 
Federal  meat  inspectors  and  curtailment  of 
production  in  packing  industry  to  the  detri¬ 
ment  of  both  livestock  producers  and  con¬ 
sumers.  Urge  you  to  support  restoration  of 
USDA  budget  request  when  meat  appropria¬ 
tion  comes  before  Senate  for  vote  today  or 
tomorrow. 

American  Meat  Institute, 
Aled  P.  Davies. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  de¬ 
sire  to  say  a  few  words  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment.  However,  in  the  at¬ 
mosphere  which  prevails  here,  I  have  no 
strong  feeling  that  I  may  be  able  to 
influence  the  Members  of  the  Senate. 
But  I  ought,  at  least,  to  give  the  views 
of  the  committee  as  to  why  the  amend¬ 
ment  should  not  be  approved. 

This  is  not  a  new  issue.  Every  year 
we  have  a  a  fight  over  the  meat  inspec¬ 
tion  item.  Historically,  Congress  has 
appropriated  some  money  for  meat  in¬ 
spection.  If  it  was  not  enough  to  go 
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around,  the  packers  are  compelled  to 
call  in  the  inspectors  and  pay  them  for 
the  overtime  during  which  they  inspect 
beyond  time  for  which  they  were  paid 
from  appropriated  funds.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  I  have  certain  figures  which  were 
supplied  to  me  by  one  of  those  urging 
the  amendment.  I  may  say  the  amend¬ 
ment  has  been  well  urged.  All  the 
packers  have  joined  together  this  year, 
and  that  is  quite  a  powerful  force  to 
strike  at  Congress,  because  mighty  few 
States  do  not  have  a  few  packing  plants 
within  them.  I  know  there  are  quite 
a  few  in  my  own  State,  I  am  glad  to 
say.  The  packers  have  urged — they  have 
always  urged — that  all  of  this  cost  be 
placed  upon  the  taxpayers,  instead  of 
having  the  packers  bear  any  of  the  cost. 
This  year  is  as  good  a  year  as  any  to  urge 
that  philosophy,  although  I  am  very 
much  opposed  to  it.  I  do  not  believe 
the  proposed  increase  can  be  justified. 

It  is  admitted  by  the  proponents  of 
the  amendment  that  the  cost  of  the 
overtime  to  be  paid  by  the  packers  in 
1957  will  be  less  than  it  was  in  1956. 
There  will  be  no  great  increase.  It  sim¬ 
ply  comes  down  to  a  question  of  whether 
or  not  the  taxpayers  should  bear  the 
entire  cost  of  the  inspection,  or  whether 
we  believe  the  packers  should  continue 
to  pay  the  part  they  have 'paid  histori¬ 
cally. 

I  realize  that  a  pay  increase  is  in¬ 
volved  in  the  appropriation.  I  do  not 
approve  of  pay  increases  which  are  made 
in  this  fashion.  I  am  somewhat  old 
fashioned  in  my  approach  to  this  budget. 
In  this  case  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  asked  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
for  the  authority  to  reclassify  meat  in¬ 
spectors.  The  Civil  Service  Commission 
granted  the  authority,  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  reclassified  the  meat 
inspectors  and  resubmitted  the  reclassi¬ 
fication  to  the  Civil  Service  Commission. 
The  Civil  Service  Commission  approved 
it,  and  that  may  be  binding  on  Congress. 
If  it  is,  it  ought  not  to  be,  because  it  is 
not  a  good  system  of  appropriating 
money  to  give  departments  and  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  the  right  to  raise 
the  salaries  of  Federal  employees,  when 
Congress  is  thereby  committed  unalter¬ 
ably  to  paying  them.  For  my  part,  I  do 
not  propose  to  be  required  to  approve 
appropriations  under  any  such  practice 
as  that. 

Of  course,  Senators  will  vote  as  they 
'see  fit.  Undoubtedly  the  proposal  will 
appeal  to  many  Senators.  But  I  do  not 
believe  in  being  placed  in  a  position,  my¬ 
self,  in  which  I  must  vote  for  an  increase 
whether  I  like  it  or  not,  due  to  adminis¬ 
trative  action  in  the  executive  branch  of 
the  Government. 

There  has  been  a  slight  increase  in  the 
number  of  packing  plants  due  to  the 
decentralization  process.  Contrarywise, 
this  has  somewhat  reduced  the  size  and 
capacity  of  each  of  those  plants,  so  that 
there  is  not  quite  so  much  inspection 
now.  The  estimate  I  have  for  1957  as 
to  the  approximate  number  of  livestock 
to  be  slaughtered,  which  was  furnished 
me  by  the  Western  States  Meat  Packers 
Association,  Inc.,  which  strongly  sup¬ 
ports  the  amendment,  states  that  the 
estimated  slaughter  for  1957  is  1C4  mil¬ 


lion  and  not  110  million  or  111  million, 
as  related  by  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota. 

In  my  opinion,  an  increase  of  some  25 
or  30  meat  inspectors  might  be  justified. 

I  do  not  want  to  advise  the  Senate  on 
this  matter,  but  I  could  justify  an  in¬ 
crease  of  that  number  to  take  care  of 
the  decentralization  of  the  meatpacking 
plants. 

But  so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  in¬ 
tend  to  vote  against  any  proposition  by 
which  I  am  tied,  string  haltered,  and 
delivered,  so  that  I  cannot  do  other  than 
to  vote  for  salary  increases  which  are 
instituted,  as  this  one  is,  by  the  execu¬ 
tive  department. 

"T  certainly  do  not  think  there  is  any 
commitment,  as  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  said  there  was,  concerning  the 
uniforms  which  were  included  in  the 
budget  this  year.  There  has  been  meat 
inspection  in  the  United  States  for  about 
40  years  or  longer.  I  have  forgotten  ex¬ 
actly  when  it  was  that  Dr.  Wiley’s  ad¬ 
monition  was  finally  recognized. 

The  Government  has  never  paid  for 
the  uniforms  up  to  now.  I  have  been  un¬ 
able  to  find  any  act  of  Congress  which 
authorized  the  appropriation  of  the  tax¬ 
payers’  money  to  buy  all  these  white 
uniforms.  Supplying  the  uniforms  has 
always  been  a  part  of  the  job. 

When  it  came  to  the  mail  carriers, 
Congress  said  it  was  necessary  to  pass  an 
act  to  authorize  an  appropriation  to  buy 
their  uniforms.  But  in  this  case  the 
Department  has  asked  for  an  appropria¬ 
tion  to  buy  the  clothing  which  the  in¬ 
spectors  wear,  although  they  have  been 
buying  their  own  clothing  for  many 
years. 

I  have  great  sympathy  with  the  in¬ 
spectors  and  anyone  else  who  is  not 
drawing  a  salary  which  is  regarded  by 
them  as  adequate.  I  think  it  would  be 
appropriate  for  the  proper  committees 
of  Congress  to  consider  proposing  legis¬ 
lation  dealing  with  increases  in  salaries. 
But  so  far  as  this  amendment  is  con¬ 
cerned,  I  think  it  increases  the  figure  in 
the  House  bill  too  much.  I  shall  vote 
against  the  amendment. 

I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Illinois. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  when 
the  House  dealt  with  this  item,  they  took 
the  1957  appropriation  and  added  $936,- 
000  for  the  necessary  retirement  money. 
That  was  the  way  the  bill  came  to  the 
Senate.  The  restoration  requested  was 
$2,132,000.  It  included  $220,000  for  uni¬ 
forms,  the  authority  for  which  I  think 
is  doubtful;  and  I  quite  agree  with  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  on  that 
point.  It  embraces  also  $590,000  for  pay 
increases  which  are  expected  to  become 
due  in  July.  I  am  not  sure  it  is  manda¬ 
tory;  but  if  it  is  mandatory,  then  of 
course  the  Department  can  easily  get  a 
supplemental  estimate  and  can  send  it  to 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  it  can  be 
messaged  to  the  Congress  before  the  ses¬ 
sion  ends. 

The  remainder  of  the  amendment, 
$112,000,  was  for  190  extra  positions.  I 
am  inclined  to  agree  with  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  on  that  point,  and  I 
had  hoped  we  could  reach  a  compromise 
amount.  At  the  pay  levels  of  GS-4  and 


GS-5,  we  could  make  provision  for  45 
additional  inspectors  at  a  cost  of  $240,- 
000.  So  I  thought  I  would  submit  a  sub¬ 
stitute  for  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota;  and  I  should 
like  to  have  the  substitute  reported,  in 
the  hope  that  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  will  be  able  to 
accept  the  substitute,  in  order  to  meet 
the  need  for  some  additional  inspectors. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  be¬ 
fore  the  substitute  is  offered,  I  should 
like  to  make  1  or  2  corrections,  so  there 
will  be  no  misunderstanding  of  the 
figures  I  presented  in  connection  with  the 
amendment.  I  did  not  include  the 
$220,000  for  uniforms. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  think  there  is 
doubt  as  to  any  obligation  on  the  part 
of  the  Congress  to  provide  uniforms.  My 
amendment  does  not  include  them. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  glad  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  clarified  that  point,  for 
I  thought  he  said  something  about  an 
obligation  to  provide  uniforms. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  said  the  Depart¬ 
ment  stated  there  was  such  an  obligation, 
but  I  do  not  believe  there  is  such  a  legis¬ 
lative  obligation.  *- 

The  counsel  for  the  Department  feels 
that  Congress  is  obligated  to  make  $590,- 
000  of  salary  adjustments.  Regardless 
of  whether  there  is  such  a  legal  obliga¬ 
tion,  certainly  veterinarians  do  have  to 
work  for  the  Federal  Govearnment  at 
peasant  salaries.  Instead,  they  can 
work  at  a  living  wage  for  Parke-Davis  & 
Co.  or  other  private  companies. 

The  truth  is  that  veterinarians  are  in 
short  supply;  and  if  they  are  to  work  for 
the  Federal  Government,  some  salary  ad¬ 
justments  must  be  made. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  to 
me? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Whose  time  is  being 
used  at  present? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  My  time.;  and  I  am 
glad  to  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Georgia. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Very  well. 

The  Senator  fromuMinnesota  has  re¬ 
ferred  to  veterinarians,  but  these  em¬ 
ployees  do  not  have  to  be  graduate 
veterinarians. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  No;  not '  all  of 
them. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  have  made  sev¬ 
eral  increases  in  the  pay  of  the  meat  in¬ 
spectors;  that  has  been  done  during  the 
last  several  years,  and  there  has  never 
been  any  deficiency  in  the  number  of 
meat  inspectors,  because  of  the  salary 
paid. 

Last  year  we  provided  for  a  fifty  or 
sixty  increase,  and  the  jobs  were  snapped 
up  at  once.  Higher  salaries  were  not 
required,  as  in  this  case. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Illinois  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Can  the  substitute  be 
offered  before  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  has  used  or  yielded  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  his  time? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Not  under 
the  unanimous-consent  agreement. 
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Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  a  point 
of  order. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Georgia  will  state  it. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Did  the  Chair  rule 
that  an  amendment  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  is  not  in 
order? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Under  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement,  as  such 
agreements  have  been  construed,  when 
the  time  is  limited,  such  an  amendment 
would  have  to  be  considered  at  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  action  on  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  But  after  the  time  on 
the  first  amendment  has  been  consumed, 
an  amendment  to  it  will  be  in  order;  is 
that  correct? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Yes. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  would  an  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  perfecting  amendment  be  in 
order? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  as 
I  understand,  we  can  accomplish  the  pur¬ 
pose  by  a  modification  of  the  amend¬ 
ment;  and  the  author  of  an  amendment 
has  the  privilege  of  modifying  it,  as  I 
understand. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  That  is  cor- 
rcct 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  say  most  respectfully  to  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  and  to 
the  Senator,  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen] 
that  there  may  be  an  argument  as  to 
whether  all  192  of  these  inspectors  are 
required.  The  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  made  the  request.  The  Meat  In¬ 
spection  Service  has  had  a  very  honor¬ 
able  and  enviable  record.  I  do  not  know 
of  any  time  when  anyone  has  been  able 
to  accuse  it  of  padding  the  payroll. 
Furthermore,  the  Meat  Inspection  Serv¬ 
ice  has  a  fine  professional  record,  and  it 
should  be  maintained. 

The  amount  I  have  requested  on  be¬ 
half  of  my  colleagues  and  myself  is 
$1,802,000,  composed  of  $1,212,000  for 
the  inspectors,  and  $590,000  for  the  in¬ 
creased  salaries. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  is  proposing 
an  amendment  of  approximately  $240,- 
000.  It  seems  to  me  that  we  should  face 
the  obligation  of  paying  the  bill  for  the 
compensation  of  Federal  employees. 
Therefore,  if  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
has  no  objection,  I  shall  modify  my  own 
amendment,  so  as  to  reduce  the  figure 
from  the  maximum  amount  of  $1,802,- 
000,  as  an  increase,  to  the  amount  of  $1 
million,  which  would  change  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendment  to  $17,586,000.  That  will 
provide  $590,000  for  pay  increases,  and 
will  provide  $410,000  for  additional 
inspectors. 

I  submit  that  the  Department  could 
make  a  legitimate  request  for  192  inspec¬ 
tors,  and  I  submit  it  is  not  presumptuous 
to  assume  that  it  might  well  be  in  line  to 
provide  for  50  or  60  inspectors.  I  be¬ 
lieve  this  is  a  fair  compromise,  and  can  be 
worked  out  with  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  which  voted  a  much  smaller 
amount;  but  this  compromise  will  pro¬ 
vide  some  leeway,  so  as  to  enable  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  of  competent  and 
expert  knowledge,  who  will  be  the  con¬ 


ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate,  to 
work  out  the  matter  in  conference. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  wish  to  state  that  I 
feel  obligated  to  go  along  with  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  on  this  item, 
because  in  the  subcommittee  and  in  the 
full  committee  we  accepted  it,  and  we  so 
reported  it  to  the  Senate.  Before  I  un¬ 
dertook  to  act  on  the  matter,  I  discussed 
it  this  morning  with  the  Senator  from 
Georgia.  When  I  first  proposed  an 
amendment  of  $500,000,  he  said  he  would 
accept  it  and  take  it  to  conference.  We 
then  thought  that  $240,000  was  enough 
to  add,  and  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
agreed  to  accept  that  amount.  I  cannot 
go  beyond  that  figure. 

But  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  now 
suggests  that  we  add  $1  million.  I  must 
stay  with  the  figure  we  discussed  this 
morning;  and  on  that  basis  I  must  neces¬ 
sarily  support  my  distinguished  friend, 
the  Senator  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  What  do  we  intend 
to  do  about  the  funds  for  the  compensa¬ 
tion  of  Federal  employees?  The  Civil 
Service  Commission  really  sets  up  the 
pay  schedules;  and  unless  we  are  pre¬ 
pared  to  overrule  the  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mission  by  act  of  Congress,  the  bill  will 
come  due.  I  must  confess  that  there 
have  been  times  when  I  myself  have 
been  compelled  to  delay  paying  some  of 
my  bills,  but  one’s  bills  generally  catch 
up  with  him. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  The  advice  I  have  re¬ 
ceived  is  that  the  order  will  not  be  re¬ 
leased  until  July. 

•  Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  only  about 
16  days  from  now. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  refer  to  the  order 
regarding  pay  increases,  and  in  that  con¬ 
nection  there  is  actually  no  authority 
before  us  at  the  present  time.  But  if 
the  authority  exists,  it  will  be  easy  to 
send  up  a  supplemental  estimate  for 
$590,000,  to  cover  the  pay  increases 
involved. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  But  when  that 
comes  to  us,  the  Federal  employees  who 
are  supposed  to  receive  the  pay  increases 
will  have  already  been  on  the  job  at  the 
lower  pay  schedule.  Instead,  we  should 
deal  with  Federal  employees  in  the  same 
way  that  the  employees  of  private  firms 
are  dealt  with.  In  other  words,  when 
they  are  told  that  they  will  receive  a  pay 
increase,  the  pay  increase  should  be 
made. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  A  rather  nice  ques¬ 
tion  is  involved  when  the  Department 
goes  to  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  and 
the  Civil  Service  Commission  allegedly 
issues  an  order  to  be  effective  in  July  of 
1957.  But  that  does  not  provide  the 
authority,  in  my  judgment  at  the  mo¬ 
ment,  to  embrace  a  $590,000  pay  increase. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  make  only  one  or  two  observations. 

Although  the  committee  held  rather 
exhaustive  hearings,  the  committee  was 
not  told  that  this  finding  was  as  immu¬ 
table  as  the  law  of  the  Medes  and  the 
Persians.  A  certain  amount  was  asked 
for,  just  as  additional  inspectors  were 
asked  for.  The  committee  was  not  told 


it  was  absolutely  essential.  I  do  not  say 
it  is  or  it  is  not;  I  only  say  I  oppose  ap¬ 
propriating  the  money  before  the  order 
has  been  actually  issued. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Have  not  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Georgia  and  other  Senators 
many  times  agreed  that  if  a  certain  raise 
in  schedule  came  about  and  an  emer¬ 
gency  appropriation  was  necessary,  they 
would  grant  it  immediately?  I  can  tes¬ 
tify,  from  having  been  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  that  the  Congress 
can  act  quickly.  It  so  happens  that  the 
able  Senator  from  Illinois  was  referring 
to  a  particular  responsibility  of  the  De¬ 
partment.  I  am  attracted  to  what  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  said,  that  if  a 
request  for  the  $590,000  is  made,  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  will  act  upon  it. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  want  to  be  committing  myself  before 
the  question  is  considered.  I  will  deal 
with  it  fairly,  but  I  do  not  want  to  be  put 
in  a  false  position. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  said  if  a  request 
is  made,  the  Senator  from  Georgia  will 
act  promptly.  He  might  turn  it  down. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  certainly  would  give 
it  every  fair  consideration. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  has 
the  amendment  been  offered? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  visited  with  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois.  We  can  expedite  action.  We  need 
not  quibble  over  how  or  when  we  are 
going  to  pay  the  extra  sum  for  the  re¬ 
vised  compensation  schedule.  I  think  we 
shall  all  act  in  good  faith  when  the  re¬ 
quest  comes  before  us.  In  order  to  get 
on  with  the  program  and  give  the  De¬ 
partment  much  needed  extra  inspectors 
and  give  the  conferees  an  opportunity 
to  use  their  good  judgment  on  the  final 
figure  for  the  service  if  there  is  no  ob¬ 
jection,  I  further  modify  my  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  figure  suggested  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois.  The  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  has  indi¬ 
cated  his  willingness  to  accept  the  pro¬ 
posal. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  modify  his  amendment 
accordingly? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  modify  my 
amendment  accordingly. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  If  he  does,  I  am  will¬ 
ing  to  take  the  amendment  to  confer¬ 
ence,  and  do  the  best  I  can. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey],  as  modified. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  is 
open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
an  amendment,  which  I  ask  to  have 
stated. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  will  be 
stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  It  is  pro¬ 
posed,  on  page  29,  beginning  with  the 
word  “Provided”  in  line  6,  to  strike  out 
down  through  line  15,  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 


No.  100 - 17 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


June  11 


7932 

Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  used  to  formulate  and  ad¬ 
minister  an  acreage  reserve  program  with 
respect  to  the  1958  crops,  or  in  total  com¬ 
pensation  being  paid  to  any  one  producer 
in  excess  of  $2,500  with  respect  to  the  1958 
crops. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate,  my  amendment,  if 
adopted,  will  restore  the  bill  to  the 
status  it  occupied  when  it  left  the  House, 
as  relates  to  the  acreage  reserve  program. 

I  confess  to  my  colleagues  that  I  had 
some  hesitancy  about  submitting  this 
amendment.  My  conviction  that  it 
ought  to  be  acted  upon  has  grown  pri¬ 
marily  as  a  result  of  repeated  state¬ 
ments  made  in  the.  Senate  this  evening 
concerning  the  doubtful  validity  of  that 
part  of  the  soil  program  dealing  with 
the  acreage  reserve. 

The  purpose  of  the  program  when 
originally  adopted  was  to  reduce  pro¬ 
duction  so  as  to  diminish  the  surplus 
products  of  farmers.  Admittedly,  that 
objective  has  not  been  attained.  The 
contrary  is  the  fact.  Surpluses  have  in¬ 
creased.  I  recognize  that,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  enjoying  political  tranquility,  it 
would  be  far  better  if  I  did  not  offer  this 
amendment. 

I  should  like  further  to  state  that  in 
the  casting  of  my  vote  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  proposed  by  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt],  I  did  not  do 
so  on  a  political  basis.  I  further  want 
to  state  that  I  did  not  change  my  vote 
on  a  political  basis.  If  there  is  to  be  a 
tolling  by  the  citizenry  of  the  votes  cast, 
it  will  not  be  said  that  I  cast  my  vote 
on  the  basis  of  party  dictation.  It  was 
cast  because  I  believed  in  the  soundness 
of  the  presentation  made  by  the  Senator 
from  Georgia. 

For  6  months  I  have  listened  to  the 
arguments  about  what  has  happened 
with  the  soil-bank  program,  especially  in 
relation  to  the  acreage  reserve.  It  has 
been  uniformly  stated  that  surpluses  are 
increasing.  Now,  my  query  is,  Why  are 
we  putting  $500  million  into  a  program 
which  we  know  does  not  achieve  the  ob¬ 
jective  which  was  contemplated  when 
the  program  was  originally  adopted? 

I  have  my  own  belief  why  we  are  ap¬ 
propriating  the  $500  million.  From  my 
standpoint,  I  owe  an  obligation  to  prac¬ 
tice  the  virtues  that  are  being  preached 
today,  and  that  is  to  put  the  fiscal  con¬ 
dition  of  the  country  on  a  sound  basis. 
To  achieve  that  end,  we  cannot  be  giv¬ 
ing  away  money. 

My  proposition  is  simple.  I  propose  to 
restore  the  bill  to  the  status  it  occupied, 
with  regal'd  to  the  reserve  acreage  pro¬ 
gram,  when  it  came  to  the  Senate  from 
the  House.  I  propose  to  do  that  because 
I  have  learned,  in  my  experience  as  a 
lawyer  and  as  a  judge,  that  when  a  rea¬ 
son  is  the  predicate  for  the  adoption  of 
measures  in  law,  and  it  is  found  that  the 
reason  no  longer  exists,  the  law  fails. 

I  wonder  if  there  is  anyone  within  the 
Senate  Chamber  who  can  feel  with  con¬ 
viction  that  the  acreage  reserve  phase 
of  the  soil-bank  program  is  diminishing 
the  surplus  products,  as  was  contem¬ 
plated  when  the  bill  was  originally 
passed. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 


Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  Whether  I  be  rather  bold 
in  rising  to  the  occasion,  or  to  the  re¬ 
mark  of  my  distinguished  friend,  the 
Senator  from  Ohio,  or  not,  I  can  say 
that  the  acreage  reserve  program  was 
not  put  into  operation  until  late  in  the 
calendar  year  1956.  It  did  cause  quite 
a  number  of  acres  to  lie  idle. 

Neither  the  Senator  from  Ohio  nor  I 
could,  with  any  great  degree  of  cer¬ 
tainty,  state  the  number  of  bushels  of 
grain  or  the  number  of  bales  of  fiber 
by  which  our  overall  crop  was  reduced, 
but  we  do  know  a  sizable  number  of 
acres  were  withdrawn  from  production. 

In  the  present  year  we  know  that  a 
number  of  very  fertile  acres  are  under 
contract.  In  that  category  are  some 
fertile  acres  in  the  western  part  of  the 
great  State  of  Ohio.  That  is  one  of  the 
large  producing  areas,  or,  to  state  it 
another  way,  the  yield  per  acre  of  corn 
and  soybeans  in  the  fertile  field  of  Ohio 
is  tremendous. .  Every  acre  that  has  gone 
into  the  acreage  reserve  program  has 
been  removed  from  the  possibility  of 
producing  corn  or  soybeans  as  the  case 
may  be.  Every  acre  under  contract  in 
the  acreage  reserve  in  Illinois,  Iowa, 
Wisconsin,  Missouri,  and  Nebraska  will 
not  produce  corn  or  soybeans.  Every 
acre  taken  out  of  production  has  re¬ 
duced  our  surpluses  by  that  much.^ 

It  is  the  surpluses  that  have  brought 
about  the  ruinous,  low  prices  for  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities.  We  are  today 
spending  more  than  a  billion  dollars 
under  Public  Law  480  to  try  to  barter 
away  our  farm  surpluses,  because  it  is  a 
known  fact  that  such  surpluses  are 
weighing  down  the  national  market  and 
have  brought  to  the  agricultural  econ¬ 
omy  not  a  recession  but  an  actual  de¬ 
pression.  A  depression  is  now  existing 
in  the  agricultural  economy.  In  yearly 
income  the  agricultural  economy  has 
dropped  from  around  $16  billion  to 
around  $11.6  billion.  We  do  not  wish  to 
have  any  greater  strain  placed  upon  the 
farm  economy  than  such  a  drop  has 
entailed. 

In  only  one  way  can  we  effect  a  re¬ 
duction  in  the  overall  crops  produced  in 
America,  and  that  is  by  a  reduction  of 
acreage.  We  cannot  induce  the  farm¬ 
ers  to  let  their  acres  lie  idle  unless  we 
in  some  maimer  compensate  them,  be¬ 
cause  the  farmers  are  paying,  for  good 
fertile  land,  from  $3  to  $4  an  acre  in 
taxes.  The  farmer  has  to  pay  insurance, 
and  he  has  his  investment  in  all  the 
chattel  properties  on  his  land.  He  must 
maintain  his  fire  insurance,  and  pay  up¬ 
keep  on  the  buildings.  All  of  that  is  a 
plant  cost.  We  cannot  ask  him  to  per¬ 
mit  his  acres  to  lie  idle,  unless  we  com¬ 
pensate  him  in  some  way. 

There  was  wisdom  behind  the  acreage 
reserve  program  and  the  plan  to  com¬ 
pensate  the  fanner  for  permitting  his 
acres  to  lie  idle.  Once  we  get  produc¬ 
tion  down,  the  surpluses  will  diminish, 
and  the  farm  prices  in  our  very  high  na¬ 
tional  economy,  with  the  full  employ¬ 
ment  we  are  enjoying,  will  come  up  to  a 
level  of  equality.  That  is  what  we  are 
striving  for. 


If  we  place  a  $2,500  limitation  on  the 
acreage-reserve  program,  many,  many 
fertile  acres  will  not  go  under  contract  in 
the  State  of  Ohio,  as  well  as  in  the  States 
of  Illinois,  Nebraska,  Iowa,  or  southern 
Minnesota,  where  there  are  so  many  pro¬ 
ductive  corn  and  soybean  acres.  That  is 
the  situation  we  face. 

If  the  Senator  from  Ohio  wishes  to 
take  the  responsibility  of  trying  to  repre¬ 
sent  agriculture  and  to  provide  the  nec¬ 
essary  appropriations  to  finance  Public 
Law  480,  and  to  provide  a  program  for 
surplus  milk  and  giveaway  programs  for 
various  other  commodities,  he  will,  in  the 
future  years,  have  to  be  much  more  bold 
than  most  of  us  have  been  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate.  But  if  we  proceed  with  the 
soil  bank  in  a  reasonable,  intelligent 
manner,  as  provided  in  the  bill  as  now 
written,  and  as  amended  this  afternoon, 
I  honestly  believe  that  we  will  bring  the 
agricultural  economy  into  balance  with 
the  economy  of  the  other  segments  of  the 
Nation,  which  today  is  at  the  highest 
level  recorded  in  history. 

That  is  why  I  say  I  believe  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
approaches  the  subject  in  the  wrong  way. 
In  its  wisdom  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  put  in  a  limitation  of  $5,000 
which  anyone  can  draw  on  the  acreage 
reserve  phase  of  the  soil-bank  program. 

I  say  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio,  frank¬ 
ly,  I  know  he  is  an  exceedingly  intelligent 
man,  and  he  is  a  very  courageous  man. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  believe  the  Senator  is 
approaching  this  subject  in  the  wrong 
way.  The  Senator  proposes  a  limitation 
which  would  deny  farmers  a  reasonable 
participation  in  the  program.  If  we  do 
not  obtain  a  reasonable  participation,  we 
will  not  have  a  program,  but  we  will 
have  a  lot  of  men  in  the  field  acting  as 
if  they  are  administering  a  program, 
when,  in  reality,  they  have  nothing  to 
administer  except  a  lot  of  office  space. 
They  will  do  a  lot  of  marking  of  time  in 
attempting  to  carry  out  a  partial  acre¬ 
age  reserve  program  and  to  reduce  the 
overall  crop  harvest  which  we  might 
have  if  all  the  acres  in  a  given  county 
should  be  harvested. 

So,  I  say  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio,  I 
believe  the  proposed  amendment  is  the 
wrong  approach.  I  believe  the  Senator 
will  be  doing  a  disservice  to  himself  and 
to  the  farmers  of  the  State  of  Ohio  by 
endeavoring  to  have  such  an  amendment 
adopted. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  appreciate  yery 
much  the  sincerity  of  the  statement 
made  by  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 
I  do  not  hesitate  in  stating  to  him  that 
he  has  given  expression  to  the  most  opti¬ 
mistic  interpretation  of  the  results  of 
this  law  that  I  have  heard  here  or  any¬ 
where  else.  I  know  that  the  practical 
results  thus  far  obtained  do  not  support 
the  argument  made  by  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  my 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Ohio,  yield 
again? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  If  the  Senator  will 
permit  me,  I  will  yield  to  him  later. 

Mr.  THYE.  The  Senator  is  very  kind. 
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Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Moreover,  I  should 
•like  to  express  definitely  the  judgment 
that  from  the  standpoint  of  the  farmers 
of  Ohio,  the  fact  is  that  the  little  80-acre 
or  100-acre  farmer  has  not  been  helped 
by  this  law. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  will  yield  later. 

I  have  been  through  the  farm  area  of 
Ohio.  Repeatedly  the  statement  has 
been  made  “Our  acreage  is  too  small  to 
be  benefited  by  this  law.” 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  that  point?  As  an  at¬ 
torney,  I  think  he  has  answered  his  own 
argument. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Will  the  Senator  per¬ 
mit  me  to  continue  my  own  argument? 
I  may  say  that  I  do  not  take  exception, 
but  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  spoke 
longer  on  the  subject  than  I  did,  yet  I  am 
the  mover  of  the  amendment.  If  the 
Senator  will  permit  me,  for  the  moment, 
I  should  like  to  conclude  my  statement. 

In  other  words,  the  Senator  tried  to 
take  the  ball  out  of  my  hands.  I  hope 
he  will  indulge  me  while  I  try  to  re¬ 
cover  it. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Ohio  declines  to  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  desire  to  repeat  that 
tonight,  in  this  Chamber,  there  must 
have  been  at  least  10  statements  made  by 
Senators  who  spoke  on  the  former 
amendment  that  the  law  was  not  achiev¬ 
ing  its  objective.  It  is  on  that  basis  that 
I  offer  this  amendment.  In  my  judg¬ 
ment  it  is  a  giveaway  program.  In  my 
judgment  the  purpose  is  to  offer  balm, 
and  I  do  not  contemplate  doing  so.  It 
is  on  that  basis  that  I  submit  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Ohio  was  most 
considerate  and  very,  very  tolerant,  I 
will  say,  because  I  did  speak  at  some 
length,  and  it  was  actually  by  way  of  re¬ 
buttal  to  the  argument  advanced  by 
the  distinguished  Senator.  However, 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  threw  out  a  chal¬ 
lenge  ;  and  whether  I  was  bold  or  other¬ 
wise,  I  accepted  the  challenge. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  actually  an¬ 
swered  his  own  argument,  .because  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  said  that  the  small 
farmer  was  not  being  benefited.  Mr. 
President,  we  do  not  want  to  reduce  the 
number  of  acres  of  the  small  farmer’s 
operation,  because  a  man  on  an  80-acre 
farm  or  a  160-acre  farm  is  in  need  of  the 
80  acres  or  the  160  acres  of  land  in  his 
operation  in  this  modern  age.  He  has 
his  tractor  and  other  equipment. 
Whether  he  operates  the  farm  as  a  1- 
man  operation,  or  with  a  man  and  a  boy 
as  an  operator,  he  requires  that  land. 

What  we  are  endeavoring  to  do  is  to 
reduce  the  acreage  which  is  productive; 
and  the  reserve  phase  of  the  soil  bank  is 
the  program  which  will  reduce  the  num¬ 
ber  of  acres.  If  we  can  take  50  acres 
from  a  500-acre  farm  and  place  them  in 
the  reserve  program,  we  are  reducing 
the  potential  for  developing  or  producing 
a  surplus.  If  we  can  get  the  surplus 
down,  we  need  not  worry  about  the  man 
on  the  80 -acre  farm,  because  if  there 


were  not  a  surplus  overhanging  the  na¬ 
tional  markets  today,  with  the  high  con¬ 
sumer  buying  power,  with  the  national 
economy  at  an  all-time  high,  we  would 
have  a  market  which  would  pay  more 
than  100  percent  of  parity.  If  we  did 
not  have  surpluses  overhanging  the  mar¬ 
ket,  wheat  would  be  selling  at  full  par¬ 
ity;  corn  would  be  selling  at  full  parity; 
beef  would  be  selling  at  full  parity,  and 
so  would  eggs. 

That  is  the  question.  If  we  can  get 
the  surplus  down,  we  need  not  worry 
about  the  good  farmers  on  the  80-acre 
or  160-acre  farms  in  Ohio.  The  market 
place  will  give  them  full  parity  on  any 
commodity  they  grow.  That  is  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  soil  bank. 

If  we  establish  a  ceiling  of  $2,500  in 
the  bill  on  the  acreage-reserve  program, 
we  foreclose  the  opportunity  to  bring 
some  of  the  productive  land  on  the  large 
farms  under  contract,  thus  reducing  the 
potential  production  in  harvest  of  a 
given  year. 

Therein  lies  the  basic  foundation  of 
the  entire  soil-bank  program.  We  are 
trying  to  get  acres  out  of  production, 
"Whether  they  be  used  in  the  production 
of  cotton,  soybeans,  sorghum  grains,  or 
other  crops.  Under  the  old  acreage- 
control  program,  when  we  allotted  a 
farmer  a  certain  number  of  acres  of 
wheat,  a  certain  number  of  acres  of 
corn,  or  a  certain  number  of  acres  of 
cotton,  we  had  no  soil  bank.  All  the 
farmer  did  was  to  comply  with  his 
wheat-acreage  allotment  or  his  corn- 
acreage  allotment.  What  did  he  do  with 
the  diverted  acres?  In  the  Southwest 
they  were  planted  to  sorghum  grains. 
They  were  producing  feed  crops  in  com¬ 
petition  with  corn.  In  the  Northwest, 
in  Washington,  Idaho,  and  Montana, 
they  were  planted  to  barley,  another 
feed  corp  competitive  with  corn. 

In  the  South  the  cotton  acreage  was 
reduced,  but  the  acres  were  planted  to 
soybeans  or  to  corn,  as  was  the  case  in 
Missouri.  Such  crops  were  competitive 
with  the  feed  grains  of  the  North. 

When  the  time  for  harvest  came,  there 
were  harvested  as  many  bushels  of  feed 
grains  as  were  ever  harvested  before. 
The  former  wheat  acreage  was  converted 
into  feed  grains,  and  the  cotton  acreage 
into  feed  grains. 

We  then  conceived  the  idea  of  the  soil 
bank,  and  we  enacted  it.  We  wrote  a 
conservation  feature  into  the  soil  bank, 
to  encourage  taking  acres  out  of  pro¬ 
duction  and  putting  them  under  a  long¬ 
term  contract,  or  planting  them  to  trees 
if  the  land  was  not  suited  for  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  corn,  wheat,  or  cotton. 

All  this  was  designed  to  reduce  the 
overall  surplus;  but  before  we  had  an 
opportunity  to  have  1  year’s  history  or 
1  year’s  trial  we  commenced  to  chop 
down  the  program.  It  was  as  though 
we  had  planted  a  seedling  1  day,  but  be¬ 
fore  the  seedling  took  root  we  chopped 
it  down.  That  is  what  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  is  trying  to  do  by  his  amendment. 
He  would  not  permit  the  conservation 
or  the  acreage  reserve  aspect  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  to  operate.  He  would  cripple  the 
program  before  it  had  an  opportunity  to 
prove  its  ability  to  reduce  the  overall 
crop. 


The  pending  amendment  would  defeat 
the  very  purpose  we  wrote  into  the  law, 
and  the  very  purpose  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Ohio  is  endeavoring  to  ac¬ 
complish,  namely,  to  help  the  small 
farmer,. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ohio  LMr. 
Lausche  1. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  my  amendment. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
we  may  have  the  yeas  and  nays  on  this 
amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  make  a  brief  observation.  I  am  sure 
Senators  clearly  understand  that  the 
effect  of  the  amendment  proposed  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Ohio  would 
be  to  place  the  bill  in  exactly  the  same 
position  it  was  in  when  it  came  to  us 
from  the  House. 

In  the  House  of  Representatives  the 
House  voted  to  appropriate  funds  to  dis¬ 
charge  all  contracts  which  had  been  en¬ 
tered  into  with  respect  to  the  calendar 
year  1957.  These  programs  operate  on 
a  calendar-year  basis. 

The  House  action  prohibited  any  acre¬ 
age  reserve  soil  bank  program  in  1958. 
That  is  the  issue  presented  to  us  in  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Ohio.  If  the  amendment 
prevails,  there  will  be  no  acreage  reserve 
program  in  1958. 

Of  course,  no  one  can  say  with  cer¬ 
tainty  whether  the  soil  bank  acreage 
reserve  program  will  bring  about  the  re¬ 
duction  in  production  which  it  was  de¬ 
signed  to  accomplish.  We  do  know  that 
the  program  was  applied  to  corn  last 
year,  and  it  did  not  prove  very  effective 
in  reducing  the  production  of  com.  We 
had  a  bumper  com  crop. 

It  is  undoubtedly  true  that  in  many 
instances  the  farmer  will  put  a  part  of 
his  acreage  in  the  acreage  reserve  pro¬ 
gram,  and  then,  with  the  payments 
which  he  receives,  he  will  fertilize  more 
heavily,  cultivate  more  intensively,  and 
produce  more  on  fewer  acres  than  he 
had  theretofore  produced  on  his  entire 
acreage. 

If  I  were  to  cast  my  vote  on  this 
amendment  guided  solely  by  the  stand¬ 
ard  which  the  bill  sets  up,  as  to  whether 
or  not  it  would  reduce  or  control  pro¬ 
duction,  I  would  support  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ohio.  How¬ 
ever,  I  shall  vote  against  the  amendment 
for  a  different  reason. 

We  have  in  this  country  no  active  farm 
program  to  help  the  farmer  except  the 
acreage  reserve  program.  Whether  it  is 
effective  or  ineffective,  it  does  get  some 
money  into  the  hands  of  the  farmer. 

Our  people  are  enjoying  the  greatest 
national  income  our  country  has  ever 
known.  Every  segment  of  American  life 
save  and  except  the  farmer  enjoys  today 
a  greater  income,  whether  on  an  indi¬ 
vidual  basis,  or  an  average,  across-the- 
board  basis,  than  it  has  ever  enjoyed 
before. 

In  other  words,  all  our  people  except 
the  farmer  are  eating  at  the  table  of 
Dives,  the  rich  man.  That  is  a  very  rich 
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diet.  Our  people  are  living  upon  a  high 
standard,  with  a  high  income. 

The  poor  old  farmer  occupies  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  Lazarus.  He  is  sitting  down  near 
the  table,  his  body  covered  with  sores. 
He  is  beaten  down,  squeezed  almost  to 
death  in  a  cost  squeeze,  with  the  price 
of  what  he  sells  going  down  and  the  cost 
of  what  he  must  buy  going  up.  He  is 
covered  with  sores,  crippled,  ill,  and  bat¬ 
tle  worn.  He  is  sitting  there  waiting  for 
this  little  crumb. 

I  do  not  think  this  is  a  very  good  law. 
It  has  many  defects;  but  I  cannot  vote 
to  deny  poor  Lazarus,  the  farmer,  the  lit¬ 
tle  crumb  he  gets  from  the  soil  bank  pro¬ 
gram.  For  that  reason  I  shall  vote 
against  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Ohio  yield,  that  I 
may  ask  him  a  question  on  his  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER..  As  I  understand, 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  is  in  two  parts.  It  has  not 
been  printed,  so  we  have  had  to  rely  on 
its  being  read  by  the  clerk.  Am  I  cor¬ 
rect  in  presuming  that  these  are  the  two 
parts  of  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Ohio:  One  part  forbids  the 
Government  from  entering  into  acreage 
reserve  contracts  for  any  crops  that  are 
grown  during  1958;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  The  second  part 
of  the  amendment  places  a  $2,500  ceiling 
on  any  payments  which  can  be  made  to 
any  one  farm  unit  under  this  program. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  The  language  is  a  restoration  of 
the  language  contained  in  the  House 
provision,  and  the  $2,500  would  be  limited 
to  the  payment  of  those  obligations  in 
1958  that  were  incurred  in  1957. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  understand  that 
is  approximately  the  language  of  the  bill 
as  it  came  from  the  House. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  It  is  the  exact  lan¬ 
guage. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  personally  be¬ 
lieve  that  there  is  a  great  deal  of  merit 
in  the  $2,500  limitation  on  what  can  be 
paid  to  any  one  farm  unit.  My  principal 
criticism  of  the  operation  of  the  pro¬ 
gram,  certainly  in  the  Pacific  Northwest, 
has  been  that  it  has  proved  of  some  ad¬ 
vantage  to  the  great  ranching  opera¬ 
tions,  but,  with  very  few  exceptions,  has 
been  of  no  advantage  to  the  small-size 
farms. 

The  one  objection  I  have  to  the 
amendment  is  that  it  completely  elimi¬ 
nates  the  program  after  1958.  I  have 
not  fully  decided  how  I  shall  vote  on  the 
amendment,  but  I  wish  to  say  for  the 
Record  that  there  is  a  great  deal  of  merit 
and  a  great  deal  of  commonsense  and  a 
great  deal  of  wisdom  in  applying  a  $2,500 
ceiling  to  any  payments  which  can  be 
made  to  any  one  farm  operation. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  may  say  that  those 
who  feel  that  there  should  be  a  program 
will  have  an  opportunity  to  develop  it. 
If  the  program  for  1958  is  repealed,  it 
will  put  pressure  upon  us  to  evolve  a 


program  that  will  achieve  the  results 
described  by  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mor¬ 
ton  in  the  chair) .  The  time  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio  has  expired.  All  time 
for  debate  has  expired. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
very  difficult  to  hear  from  this  side  of  the 
Chamber,  but  the  Senate  should  be  ad¬ 
vised  that  the  impact  of  the  amendment 
is  to  kill  the  acreage-reserve  program  for 
the  crop  year  1958.  In  addition  to  that 
it  would  put  a  $2,500  limitation  on  pay¬ 
ments  to  the  producers.  In  other  words, 
there  will  be  no  acreage-reserve  program 
in  the  crop  year  1958  under  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
for  debate  has  expired. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  A  parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Is  it  within  the 
rules  of  the  Senate  for  an  appropriation 
bill  to  contain  a  proviso  to  the  effect  that 
before  programing  the  1958  agricultural 
program  with  respect  to  the  soil  bank, 
the  appropriate  committees  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  the  House  shall  undertake  a  com¬ 
plete  investigation  of  the  soil  bank  and 
its  operation? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 


Chair  rules  that  that  is  not  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  What  is  it? 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote! 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  suggest  that  that 
be  done. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
for  debate  has  expired. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 
The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  agree¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Secretary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names: 


Aiken 

AUott 

Anderson 

Barrett 

Beall 

Bennett 

Bible 

Butler 

Byrd 

Capehart 

Carlson 

Carroll 

Case,  N.  J. 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Chavez 

Church 

Cooper 

Curtis 

Dirksen 

Dworshak 

Eastland 

Ellender 

Ervin 

Flanders 

Frear 

Goldwater 


Gore 

Green 

Hayden 

Hennings 

Hickenlooper 

Hill 

Holland 

Humphrey 

Ives 

Jackson 

Javits 

Jenner 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Kennedy 

Kerr 

Knowland 

Kuchel 

Lausche 

Long 

Magnusoa 

Mansfield 

Martin.  Iowa 

McNamara 

Monroney 

Morse 


Morton 

Mundt 

Murray 

Neuberger 

O’Mahoney 

Pastore 

Potter 

Purtell 

Revercomb 

Robertson 

Russell 

Saltonstall 

Schoeppel 

Scott 

Smith,  Maine 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Sparkman 

Stennis 

Symington 

Talmadge 

Thurmond 

Thye 

Watkins 

Wiley 

Williams 

Yarborough 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  to  have  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  a  statement  of  my 


reasons  for  supporting  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Lausche]. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Acreage  Reserve  Program 
(Statement  by  Senator  Byrd) 

I  hope  the  Senate  will  reject  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendment  relative  to  the  soil  bank 
acreage  reserve  program,  and  restore  lan¬ 
guage  adopted  by  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives. 

The  Senate  Committee  amendment  pro¬ 
vides  that  up  to  $500  million  can  be  paid  to 
producers  with  respect  to  1958  crops,  under 
this  program,  and  allows  any  one  producer 
to  receive  up  to  $5,000. 

The  language  in  the  bill  as  it  was  passed 
by  the  House  provides  no  funds  appropriated 
in  this  bill  "shall  be  used  to  formulate  and 
administer  the  acreage  reserve  program  with 
respect  to  the  1958  crops,  or  in  total  com¬ 
pensation  being  paid  to  any  producer  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  $2,500  with  respect  to  1958  crops.” 

The  proposition  is  a  simple  one. 

The  Senate  committee  amendment  would 
continue  the  acreage  reserve  program  of  the 
soil  bank  uninterrupted  at  the  rate  of  a 
half-billion  dollars  next  year  and  allow 
$5,000  for  each  recipient.  This  is  twice  the 
$2,500  allowed  under  the  soil-conservation 
program. 

The  House  language  would  stop  the  pro¬ 
gram  even  with  contracts  already  entered 
into,  insofar  as  the  new  money  is  concerned, 
and  limit  individual  payments  to  an  amount 
not  exceeding  those  paid  under  the  soil- 
conservation  program. 

To  reject  the  Senate  amendment  would 
provide  no  new  money  for  new  soil  bank 
acreage  program  contracts.  That  is  what  I 
hope  the  Senate  will  do. 

This  multi-billion-dollar  soil  bank  pro¬ 
gram  is  in  two  principal  parts:  (1)  the 
acreage  reserve  program,  and  (2)  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program. 

Under  the  acreage  reserve  program,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  determines  what  is 
to  be  paid  producers  for  reducing  acreage  in 
basic  commodities.  The  rates  vary  between 
commodities. 

Under  the  conservation  reserve  program, 
the  Secretary  agrees  to  share  the  cost  of 
establishing  conservation  practices  on  land 
placed  in  conservation  reserve  and  pay  the 
producer  an  annual  rental  on  the  land. 

Rejecting  the  Senate  committee  amend¬ 
ment  would  not  affect  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program.  It  would  not  affect  contracts 
in  force  on  the  acreage  reserve  program. 
It  would  preclude  new  contracts  with  new 
money  under  the  acreage  reserve  program. 

Frankly,  the  more  I  see  of  this  soil  bank 
operation,  the  more  I  am  convinced  the 
conservation  program  is  being  exploited  as 
badly  as  the  acreage  reserve  program  is  being 
abused:  that  both  programs  are  helping  a 
minimum  of  farmers  who  need  assistance: 
and  that  the  whole  program  has  failed  by 
far  to  justify  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

Unfortunately  the  conservation  reserve 
program  is  tied  to  long  contracts,  and  it  is 
impractical  to  knock  out  appropriations  for 
it  at  this  time. 

But  the  acreage  reserve  program  works  on 
annual  contracts  with  each  crop  year.  For 
this  reason  this  part  of  the  program  can  be 
stopped  so  far  as  new  contracts  with  new 
money  are  concerned. 

That  is  what  I  hope  the  Senate  will  do. 

The  President  himself  has  pointed  up  the 
disappointment  in  the  program  in  the  most 
tangible  way  possible.  He  reduced  his  re¬ 
quest  for  appropriations.  In  his  January 
budget  document  he  requested  a  total  of 
$1,254,000,000.  In  April  the  request  was 
revised  down  to  $1  billion. 

The  acreage-reserve  program  started  out 
with  a  January  budget  request  of  more  than 
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$750  million.  It  was  later  revised  down  to 
about  $700  million.  The  House  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  reduced  it  still  further  to 
$600  million.  And  the  House  itself  provided 
that  none  of  this  should  be  obligated  against 
1958  crop  contracts. 

A  good  word  for  this  program  is  hard  to 
find. 

The  only  Justification  for  the  so-called  soil 
bank  was  to  reduce  production  by  limiting 
acres  planted  to  a  crop. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  admits  it  will 
not  work,  and  he  has  pointed  out  that  pro¬ 
duction  limitations  based  on  acres  do  not 
result  in  lower  production  of  crops. 

It  is  a  documented  fact  that  this  program 
is  a  national  scandal.  There  is  a  printed  re¬ 
port  by  the  surveys  and  investigations  staff 
to  the  House  Appropriations  Committee  con¬ 
taining  100  printed  pages  on  the  subject.  It 
is  devastating,  with  case  after  case  of  ex¬ 
travagance,  abuse,  and  inequity.  It  cannot 
be  denied  that  the  program  has  operated  with 
great  injustice  to  the  farmers  who  need  as¬ 
sistance,  as  a  windfall  to  persons  not  entitled 
to  it,  and  as  a  useless  drain  on  taxpayers. 

Not  only  have  the  President  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  demonstrated  their 
disappointment  in  the  soil  bank,  but  Chair¬ 
man  Cooley,  of  the  House  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee  has  described  it  as  follows: 

“We  have  had  evidence  of  many  abuses  of 
the  program.  It  has  not  only  resulted  in 
plowing  under  farmers,  but  farm  communi¬ 
ties  and  the  people  in  those  communities. 
We  had  evidence  to  the  effect  that  it  is  a 
very  wasteful  program,  that  it  actually  costs 
more  than  twice  as  much  to  put  a  bale  of 
cotton  into  the  soil  bank  as  it  does  to  put 
it  into  foreign  markets  on  a  subsidized  pro¬ 
gram.” 

Following  Mr.  Cooley  in  the  House  debate 
on  this  provision,  Congressman  Jamie  Whit- 
tek,  chairman  of  the  House  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  on  Agriculture  said: 

“*  *  *  here  is  what  is  involved:  this  is 
a  payment  to  farmers  to  leave  land  out  of 
cultivation.  *  *  *  The  chief  tragedy  of 
this  approach  is  that  the  farmer  loses  his 
production  on  his  acres;  but  to  the  public 
it  looks  like  he  is  getting  something  for 
nothing.  If  this  program  is  continued,  the 
farmer  will  lose  much  more  in  public  good 
will  which  will  be  reflected  in  votes  of  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  against  sound  farm  legis¬ 
lation.” 

Virginia  is  one  of  the  majority  of  States 
suffering  discrimination  under  this  pro¬ 
gram  but,  about  the  time  this  bill  was  to 
come  before  the  House,  a  member  of  the 
Virginia  delegation  was  met  by  a  constituent 
who  said  cut  the  budget,  but  save  that  soil 
bank.  He  gave  this  as  a  reason  not  to  cut 
the  soil  bank:  "I  had  a  little  patch  that  I 
could  put  wheat  in,  and  I  put  it  in  the  soil 
bank.  The  Government  paid  me  more 
money  for  it  than  if  I  had  planted  the 
wheat,  done  the  work,  and  sold  the  wheat.” 

So  on  the  record  to  date  we  have  the  dis¬ 
appointment  of  the  President  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  in  this  program,  and 
we  have  the  criticism  of  both  the  chairman 
of  the  Agriculture  Committee  and  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Appropriations  Subcommitee  in  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

Here  is  what  the  House  report  on  this 
bill  says:  "The  soil  bank  was  offered  last 
year  as  another  answer  to  the  farm  prob¬ 
lem.  It  iS  based  on  the  philosophy  that 
the  way  to  help  American  agriculture  is  to 
reduce  American  production. 

“It  was  offered  as  a  temporary  stop-gap 
measure,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  pres¬ 
ent  program  of  reduced-price  supports,  acre¬ 
age  reductions,  increased  research  and  edu¬ 
cation,  and  other  measures  advanced  by  the 
Secretary  had  failed  and  the  farmers’  plight 
had  gotten  worse  and  worse.  In  fact,  a 
careful  reading  of  the  law  clearly  shows 


that  one  of  the  principal  purposes  of  the 
program  was  to  get  some  money  into  the 
farmers’  hands  last  fall. 

“While  there  may  be  some  value  to  the 
conservation  reserve  portion  of  the  program, 
findings  developed  by  a  special  investigation 
conducted  by  the  committee,  and  infor¬ 
mation  received  from  various  sources 
throughout  the  country,  raise  serious  ques¬ 
tions  concerning  the  acreage -reserve  pro¬ 
gram.  Despite  the  signup  of  some  12  million 
acres  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $260  million 
under  the  1956  acreage  reserve  program, 
production  for  most  crops  was  higher  in 

1956  than  in  previous  years. 

“Most  farmers  who  placed  a  portion  of 
their  land  in  the  acreage  reserve  stepped  up 
production  on  the  balance  of  their  land. 
Further,  much  of  the  land  placed  in  the 
acreage  reserve  was  drought  land  which 
would  not  have  produced  a  good  crop  in  any 
event. 

“Officials  of  the  Department  feel  that  the 

1957  acreage  reserve  program  will  show  better 
results.  However,  only  75  percent  of  the 
participation  expected  has  materialized  to 
date,  and  if  conditions  improve  in  the 
drought  areas  participation  will  be  even  less 
than  now  indicated.” 

The  House  committee  continued  by  assert¬ 
ing  that  if  the  program  were  pushed,  it 
would  have  a  damaging  effect  on  local  busi¬ 
ness,  and  it  referenced  its  investigations  by 
saying: 

“Instances  are  cited  and  others  have  later 
appeared  where  the  amount  of  rental  paid 
to  remove  land  from  production  exceeds  the 
total  value  of  the  land.  Instances  are  also 
reported  where  land  removed  from  produc¬ 
tion  from  one  crop,  for  which  Federal  pay¬ 
ment  is  made  (a  so-called  basic  commodity), 
has  been  put  into  other  crops,  thereby  cre¬ 
ating  double  income  on  such  land.  Numer¬ 
ous  instances  also  have  been  reported  where 
nonfarm  people  have  invested  in  land,  with 
the  expectation  that  acreage  reserve  pay¬ 
ments  from  the  Government  will  more  than 
repay  their  full  investment  in  a  few  years. 
Also  some  cases  have  been  cited  where  in¬ 
dividuals  have  leased  land  from  the  Federal 
Government  and  have  placed  it  in  the  acre¬ 
age  reserve  program  at  rates  higher  than 
those  paid  under  the  Federal  lease.” 

The  report  might  have  gone  on  to  show 
that  while  the  soil  bank  has  failed  to  pro¬ 
duce  any  constructive  results  in  its  appli¬ 
cation  to  the  so-called  basic  crops,  it  is  in¬ 
creasing  surpluses  and  problems  in  other 
agriculture  areas. 

Barley  plantings,  for  example,  are  sub¬ 
stantially  up  in  the  spring  of  1957. 

The  poultry  industry  has  had  its  difficul¬ 
ties,  and  now  soil-bank  depositors  are  taking 
fliers  in  poultry,  to  cite  another  example  of 
the  grief  this  program  is  causing. 

The  Senate  committee  in  its  report  does 
not  attempt  to  defend  the  program.  In  fact, 
it  says:  “There  is  some  doubt  that  the 
acreage  reserve  program  will  achieve  its  ob¬ 
jective  of  reducing  surpluses.  *  *  *  The 
committee  recommendation  will  provide  au¬ 
thority  to  plan  a  1958  program  but  unless 
the  1957  program  proves  to  be  more  suc¬ 
cessful  than  anticipated  it  is  doubtful  that 
the  authorization  will  be  given  for  a  1959 
program.” 

With  such  a  lack  of  enthusiasm  for  the 
program — with  such  a  negative  approach — 
as  the  committee  demonstrates,  I  suspect 
that  it  would  not  object  too  strenuously  if 
the  Senate  rejected  its  amendment. 

Let’s  look  at  this  program  another  way 
for  just  a  moment.  Using  relatively  recent, 
but  incomplete,  reports  of  acreage  and  con¬ 
servation  reserve  soil  bank  signups  for  this 
crop  year,  it  will  be  found  that  1  State 
with  population  of  2,060,000  stood  to  receive 
$86,800,000.  This  was  more  than  the  pay¬ 
ments  accruing  to  25  other  States  combined, 
with  a  total  population  in  excess  of  70  milion. 
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One-third  of  the  States  were  listed  to  receive 
75  percent  of  the  money. 

Looking  at  the  conservation  reserve  alone, 
an  April  report  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  showed  that  1  State  with  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  7,700,000  was  signed  up  to  get 
$27,277,000.  This  was  more  than  the  com¬ 
bined  amounts  going  to  37  other  States  with 
a  total  population  of  121  million. 

But  more  important  than  this  kind  of 
consideration  is  the  fact  that  we  are  dealing 
here  with  a  program  which  admittedly  is  a 
failure.  We  are  proposing  to  finance  it  fur¬ 
ther  in  this  bill.  The  only  excuse  given  for 
the  Senate  amendment  is  the  contention 
that  if  this  program  is  not  continued,  there 
is  not  another  program  ready  to  take  its 
place. 

I  earnestly  submit  to  the  Senate  the  propo¬ 
sition  that: 

I  believe  the  patriotic  farmers  of  this  coun¬ 
try  would  prefer  to  reduce  the  Federal  budget 
by  a  half-billion  dollars  under  current  con¬ 
ditions,  than  to  waste  it  on  a  bad  agriculture 
program. 

I  sincerely  hope  the  Senate  committee 
amendment  will  be  rejected.  When  a  better 
agriculture  program  is  presented  we  will 
consider  it,  and  if  it  has  merit  we  will  appro¬ 
priate  for  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  l  Mr. 
Lausche ] .  On  this  question  the  yeas  and 
nays  having  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  I  Mr. 
Clark],  the  Senator  from  Illinois  I  Mr. 
Douglas],  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
I  Mr.  Fulbright]  ,  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  I  Mr.  Kefauver],  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  IMr.  Neely],  and 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smath- 
ers]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  business. 

I  further  announce,  if  present  and  vot¬ 
ing,  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  IMr. 
Clark],  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas],  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Fulbright],  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Kefauver],  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers]  would 
each  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bricker],  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Cot¬ 
ton],  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Hruska],  the  Senator  from  Nevada  rMr. 
Malone],  and  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Young]  are  absent  on  offi¬ 
cial  business. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bridges]  and  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Langer]  are  absent 
because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Bush]  and  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mi-.  Martin]  are  absent  on  offi¬ 
cial  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  [Mi-.  Bush],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska],  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Mar¬ 
tin],  and  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr. 
Payne]  would  each  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Maine  IMr.  Payne] 
is  necessarily  absent. 
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The  result  was  announced — yeas  7, 


nays  71,  as 

follows: 

yeas— 7 

Byrd 

Lausche 

Williams 

Frear 

Neuberger 

Goldwater 

Robertson 

NAYS— 71 

Aiken 

Green 

Morton 

Allott 

Hayden 

Mundt 

Anderson 

Hennings 

Murray 

Barrett 

Hickenlooper 

O'Mahoney 

Beall 

Hill 

Pastore 

Bennett 

Holland 

Potter 

Bible 

Humphrey 

Purtell 

Butler 

Ives 

Revercomb 

Capehart 

Jackson 

Russell 

Carlson 

Javits 

Saltonstall 

Carroll 

Jenner 

Schoeppel 

Case,  N.  J. 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Scott 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Smith,  Maine 

Chavez 

Kennedy 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Church 

Kerr 

Sparkman 

Cooper 

Knowland 

Stennls 

Curtis 

Kuchel 

Symington 

Dirksen 

Long 

Talmadge 

Dworshak 

Magnuson 

Thurmond 

Eastland 

Mansfield 

Thye 

EUender 

Martin,  Iowa 

Watkins 

Ervin 

McNamara 

Wiley 

Flanders 

Monroney 

Yarborough 

Gore 

Morse 

NOT  VOTING — 17 

Bricker 

Fulbright 

McClellan 

Bridges 

Hruska 

Neely 

Bush 

Kefauver 

Payne 

Clark 

Langer 

Smathers 

Cotton 

Malone 

Young 

Douglas 

Martin,  Pa. 

So  Mr.  Lausche’s  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment  to  be  pro¬ 
posed,  the  question  is  on  the  engross¬ 
ment  of  the  amendments  and  the  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the 
passage  of  the  bill. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  desire 
to  place  two  matters  in  the  Record  be¬ 
fore  the  vote  is  taken  on  the  passage  of 
the  bill.  Earlier  today  I  participated  in 
a  very  helpful  colloquy,  for  legislative 
history  purposes,  with  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Russell],  in  regard  to  the 
cut  by  the  House  of  $4,500,000  for  pay¬ 
ments  to  State  experiment  stations. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  wishes  to  state  that  time  has  been 
allotted  for  debate  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  How  much 
time  does  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
desire? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Three  or  four  minutes. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  had  a 
colloquy  with  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
concerning  the  $4,500,000  cut  on  the 
House  side  for  payments  to  State  experi¬ 
ment  stations.  The  Senator  from  Geor¬ 
gia  pointed  out  that  the  Senate  bill  re¬ 
stores  $1  million  of  that  cut.  He  frankly 
stated  to  me  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
that  he  considered  that  to  be  the  maxi¬ 
mum  amount  which  we  could  vote  in  the 
Senate  and  have  any  hope  of  holding  in 
conference,  so  I  yielded  to  his  judgment, 
because  I  know  that  the  Senator  from 


Georgia,  as  chairman  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee,  has  no  peer  in  the  Senate  when  it 
comes  to  giving  us  advice  in  regard  to 
what  is  likely  to  happen  in  conference. 

However,  as  I  said  earlier,  I  have  many 
representations  from  the  Forestry  Serv¬ 
ice  in  the  State  of  Oregon,  the  Oregon 
State  College,  the  Klamath  County 
Court,  and  many  other  organizations  in 
Oregon,  asking  for  the  restoration  of  the 
$4,500,000. 

In  view  of  the  earlier  discussion,  I 
think  it  is  only  fair  to  them  that  I  place 
their  statements  in  the  Record,  so  that 
they  can  appear  with  the  explanation 
which  has  been  made  concerning  the 
cut. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  telegrams  and  letters  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  com¬ 
munications  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Corvallis,  Oreg.,  May  21,  1957. 
Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Urge  restoration  House  cuts  agricultural 
research  budget.  Oregon  needs  research. 

W.  P.  McCulloch, 

School  of  Forestry,  Oregon  State 
College. 

Klamath  Falls,  Oreg.,  June  7 ,  1957. 
Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

United  States  Senator, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Request  that  you  do  everything  possible 
to  restore  to  the  budget  the  recommended 
funds  for  support  for  agricultural  research 
work  at  the  land-grant  colleges.  This  is 
necessary  to  forestall  a  curtailment  of  agri¬ 
cultural  experimental  work  which  is  of  great 
value  to  our  agricultural  development. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Klamath  County  Court. 

C.  Mack,  County  Judge. 

E.  W.  Gowen,  Commissioner. 

Jerry  Roajnus,  Commissioner. 


Nysea,  Oreg.,  June  10,  1957. 
Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  strongly  urge  restoration  of  4  million 
for  agricultural  research.  Our  agricultural 
economy  is  more  dependent  now  than  ever 
before  on  research. 

Paul  House, 

President,  Oregon  Reclamation  Congress. 


Gresham,  Oreg.,  June  10,  1957. 
Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  urge  your  assistance  in  reinstating  at 
least  4*4  million  in  agricultural  research 
grants  to  States.  Oregons  $80,000  share 
vitally  needed  for  research  on  Oregon’s  agri¬ 
cultural  crops.  Curtailment  of  productive 
expenditure  is  false  economy  in  both  busi¬ 
ness  and  Government. 

Gresham  Berry  Growers, 
Leon  V.  Hubbard. 


Klamath  Palls,  Oreg.,  June  10, 1957. 
Senator  Wayne  Morse  , 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Urgently  request  restoration  of  $4  >4  mil¬ 
lion  in  current  budget  for  agricultural  re¬ 
search  vitally  important  to  the  future  wel¬ 
fare  of  our  farmers. 

Prank  G.  Howard, 

President,  Klamath  Basin  Water  Users 
Protective  Association. 


Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Understand  agricultural  research  fund  Is 
being  left  out  of  agriculture  budget.  Ore¬ 
gon’s  share,  $40,000;  $4,000  specifically  ear¬ 
marked  research  on  potato  diseases.  We 
must  have  this  fund,  as  new  potato  diseases 
that  are  of  serious  nature,  although  they  are 
still  unnamed,  could  affect  the  yield  and 
quality,  thereby  greatly  affecting  potato 
farmers’  income.  State  legislation  has  no 
way  to  supplement  this  fund  this  session. 
Please  study  this  thoroughly  and  see  that 
Oregon  gets  the  $40,000  agricultural  research 
money.  This  is  urgent  to  our  farm  economy. 
Made  phone  calls  for  directions.  This  matter 
has  specifically  been  requested  by  the  com¬ 
missioners. 

Oregon  Potato  Commission. 

Ben  Davidson,  Administrator. 

Corvallis,  Oreg.,  May  21,  1957. 
Kenneth  Fridley, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Recent  House  action  eliminated  proposed 
Increases  in  grants  to  States  for  research  un¬ 
der  Hatch  Act.  Budget  office  recommenda¬ 
tions  included  $4*4  million,  from  which  Ore¬ 
gon  station  would  receive  $43,406  of  regular 
Hatch  fund  and  about  $30,000  of  regional  re¬ 
search  fund  for  research  on  development  of 
hardy  winter  barley  varieties,  control  of  per¬ 
ennial  weed,  range  management,  efficient  use 
of  water,  soil  fertility,  soil  classification, 
control  of  plant  diseases,  livestock  produc¬ 
tion,  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products. 
Senate  will  act  on  this  legislation  soon.  I 
presume  you  will  want  to  explain  to  Oregon 
Senators  the  importance  of  these  funds  to 
Oregon  agriculture.  Dr.  E.  C.  Elting,  of  the 
State  experiment  station  division  of  ARS  can 
supply  you  with  additional  details. 

R.  W.  Henderson, 

Assistant  Director,  Oregon  Agricul¬ 
tural  Experiment  Station. 

Salem,  Oreg.,  May  21,  1957. 
Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Understand  agricultural  research  fund  is 
being  left  out  of  agriculture  budget.  Ore¬ 
gon’s  share  $40,000.  $4,000  specifically  ear¬ 

marked  research  on  potato  diseases.  We 
must  have  this  fund  as  new  potato  diseases 
that  are  of  serious  nature  although  they  are 
still  unnamed  could  affect  the  yield  and 
quality  thereby  greatly  affecting  potato 
farmers  income.  State  legislation  has  no 
way  to  supplement  this  fund  this  session. 
Please  study  this  thoroughly  and  see  that 
Oregon  gets  the  $40,000  agricultural  research 
money.  This  is  urgent  to  our  farm  economy. 
Made  phone  calls  for  directions.  This  matter 
has  specifically  been  requested  by  the  com¬ 
missioners. 

Oregon  Potato  Commission. 

Ben  Davidson,  Administrator. 

Washington,  May  23,  1957. 
Marvin  Van  Cleave, 

President,  Oregon  Strawberry  Council, 
Salem,  Oreg.: 

Retel  May  22.  Share  your  concern  over 
House  cut  in  budget  for  agriculture  appro¬ 
priation  item  designated  payments  to 
States — State  experiment  stations.  Have  ad¬ 
dressed  joint  letter  to  Senator  Russell,  sub¬ 
committee  chairman,  urging  restoration  of 
full  $414  million  cut.  We  recognize  im¬ 
portance  of  agriculture  research  funds  and 
regard  cut  as  false  economy.  Will  do  every¬ 
thing  possible  assist.  Please  convey  this 
message  to  all  growers  at  your  statewide 
meeting.  Regards. 

Wayne  L.  Morse, 

United  States  Senator. 

Richard  L.  Neuberger, 

United  States  Senator. 
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Salem,  Oreg.,  May  23,  1957. 
Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Recent  House  action  eliminated  proposed 
Increases  to  States  in  grants  for  research. 
Am  informed  this  would  cause  a  $73,000  cut 
in  budget  for  Oregon  experiment  station  and 
would  eliminate  vital  work  on  strawberry 
projects.  Increasing  research  investment  is 
essential  to  Oregons  3,000  growers  and  $10 
million  grower  income.  Oregon  growers  are 
trying  to  raise  $20,000  a  year  to  supplement 
present  research  and  this  cut  by  the  House 
is  most  discouraging.  This  thing  will  be 
discussed  at  a  statewide  growers  meeting 
Friday.  Your  aid  is  earnestly  solicited. 
Letter  follows. 

Marvin  Van  Cleave, 

President,  Oregon  Strawberry  Council.  N 

l  May  24,  1957. 
Hon.  Richard  B.  Russell, 

Chairman,  Agriculture  and  Related 
Agencies  Subcommittee,  Senate  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee,  Washington , 
D.  C. 

My  Dear  Senator:  It  is  our  understanding 
that  your  subcommittee  is  about  to  mark  up 
the  appropriations  bill  relative  to  appropri¬ 
ations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

We  are  very  much  concerned  over  the  fact 
that  the  House  reduced  the  budge’t  request 
for  the  item  designated  “Payments  to 
States — State  Experiment  Stations”  from 
$33,503,708  to  last  year’s  figure  of  $29,003,708. 

We  are  apprehensive  that  this  cutback 
will  deprive  the  States  of  opportunities  to' 
expand  agricultural  research  projects  that 
are  of  great  urgency  in  so  many  areas  of  our 
Nation.  In  fact,  if  this  appropriation  stands 
as  recommended  by  the  House,  it  will  actu¬ 
ally  represent  a  cut  in  research,  because  the 
appropriation  has  to  cover  salaries,  in-grade 
increases,  and  other  incidental  increased 
costs. 

It  seems  to  us  that  a  restoration  of  the 
$4,500,000  eliminated  by  the  House  for  this 
item  would  bring  about  real  economy 
through  savings  of  crop  losses  and  increased 
quality  and  quantity  of  production. 

Illustrative  of  the  views  of  many  Oregon 
constituents  who  have  protested  the  House 
action  on  the  research  program  is  the  en¬ 
closed  copy  of  a  telegram  addressed  to  us  by 
Mr.  Ben  Davidson,  administrator  of  the 
Oregon  Potato  Commission,  Salem,  Oreg. 

We  shall  greatly  appreciate  the  subcom¬ 
mittee’s  consideration  of  this  matter  and  we 
urge  the  restoration  of  the  $4,500,000  elimi¬ 
nated  from  the  budget  request  for  the  State 
experiment  stations  program. 

With  best  personal  regards. 

Sincerely, 

Wayne  Morse. 

Richard  L.  Neuberger. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  also 
ask  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  certain  other  material  discussing 
the  need  for  agricultural  research  in 
brucellosis,  plant  parasites,  plant  dis¬ 
eases,  and  animal  diseases. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

I  should  like  to  point  out  that  the  various 
States  have  a  heavy  backlog  of  urgent  re¬ 
quests  for  research  on  State  and  local  prob¬ 
lems  in  these  fields.  The  increase  was 
recommended  in  order  to  meet  rising  costs 
of  research  and  initiate  new  projects  and 
expand  some  already  underway.  The  fields 
of  research  covered  by  the  proposed  increase 
include  crop  production,  plant  diseases  and 
insects,  animal  production,  animal  diseases 
and  parasites.  Present  research  on  many 


major  problems  facing  the  American  farmer 
is  not  adequate  to  meet  his  needs  or  arrive 
at  a  solution  at  an  early  date.  Because  of 
differing  climate,  soil,  market  outlets,  and 
other  local  conditions,  each  State  has  dis¬ 
tinct  problems  of  production  and  marketing 
of  crops_and  livestock  which  can  best  be 
solved  by  the  States,  or  cooperatively  by  two 
or  more  interested  States.  The  States  pro¬ 
vide  about  three  times  the  amount  of  funds 
provided  by  Federal  grants.  While  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  grant  funds  must  be  matched  by 
States,  most  of  them  more  than  match  the 
Federal  portion.  I  should  like  to  give  just 
one  example  of  many  in  my  State  of  Oregon. 
Under  the  requested  increase  of  $4,500,000 
the  formula  would  have  provided  for  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $43,406  for  the  Oregon  agricultural 
experiment  station.  It  was  planned  to  use 
$4,000  of  this  amount  for  research  on  late 
blight  of  potatoes.  Late  blight  has  a  habit 
of  appearing  suddenly  and  destructively  in 
regions  where  it  had  not  previously  been 
considered  a  factor.  The  Senator  from  Lou¬ 
isiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  who  knows  how  to 
raise  such  excellent  potatoes,  will  remember 
that  the  epidemic  in  the  southern  potato 
crop  in  the  winter  and  spring  of  1943-44 
produced  heavy  losses  where  the  disease  had 
not  been  seen  for  30  years  or  more. 

This  is  an  example  of  the  kind  of  pre¬ 
ventive  research  provided  for  in  this  in¬ 
crease.  I  urge  the  Senate  conferees  to  insist 
on  retaining  this  item — it  cannot  afford  the 
customary  “split  the  difference”  with  the 
House.  It  will  more  than  pay  for  itself  with 
the  matching  funds  from  the  States. 

United  States  Department  of  Agriculture, 

State  Experiment  Stations,  Agricultural 

Research  Service 

The  1958  budget  estimates  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  include  $34,003,708  for 
the  subappropriation  “Payments  to  States, 
Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico,’’  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $4,500,000  over  the  current  appro¬ 
priation  of  $29,503,708.  However,  the  House 
bill  disallowed  this  increase. 

The  budget  increase  was  recommended  in 
order  to  (1)  meet  rising  costs  of  research 
under  this  appropriation  and  (2)  initiate 
new  projects  and  expand  some  already 
underway.  The  fields  of  research  covered  by 
the  proposed  increased  are  crop  production, 
plant  diseases  and  insects,  animal  produc¬ 
tion,  animal  diseases  and  parasites,  water  use 
and  conservation,  soils  and  fertilizers,  agri¬ 
cultural  economics,  farm  mechanization  and 
structures,  marketing  and  utilization,  home 
economics,  and  forest  crop  production.  The 
various  States  have  a  heavy  backlog  of 
urgent  requests  for  research  On  State  and 
local  problems  in  these  fields. 

Present  research  on  many  major  problems 
facing  the  American  farmer  are  not  adequate 
to  meet  his  needs  or  arrive  at  a  solution 
at  an  early  date. .  Because  of  differing  cli¬ 
mate,  soil,  market  outlets,  and  other  local 
conditions,  each  State  has  distinct  problems 
of  production  and  marketing  of  crops  and 
livestock  which  can  best  be  solved  by  the 
States,  or  cooperatively  by  two  or  more  in¬ 
terested  States.  Such  research  is  supplemen¬ 
tary  to  the  national  and  regional  interests  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.  To  foster 
research  between  these  two  interdependent 
groups,  Federal-grant  funds  have  been  ap¬ 
propriated  for  many  years.  Under  this  pro¬ 
gram  the  States  provide  about  three  times 
the  amount  of  funds  provided  by  Federal 
grants.  While  the  majority  of  grant  funds 
must  be  matched  by  States,  most  of  them 
more  than  match  the  Federal  portion. 

If  there  is  no  increase  in  the  appropria¬ 
tion,'  it  will  not  only  be  impossible  to  con¬ 
duct  the  additional  research  which  is  needed, 
but  rising  costs  of  research  will  necessitate 
a  reduction  in  research  at  State  agricul¬ 
tural  experiment  stations  from  present  levels. 
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Estimated  allotments  to  State  agricultural 
experiment  stations  under  the  $4,500,000 
increase  requested  for  1958 


Alabama -  $99,  85g 

Alaska - . -  i9  793 

Arizona -  28,  400 

Arkansas _ __  g2  872 

California - IIIIII  90’,  035 

Colorado -  37i  534 

Connecticut _  30,  348 

Delaware _  21 1  801 

Florida - I  49,’  034 

Georgia -  103,  340 

Hawaii -  26,  194 

Idaho -  32,  686 

Illinois _  95,  474 

Indiana -  82,  721 

Iowa - * _  84,  105 

Kansas - * _  58,  034 

Kentucky - 103,  319 

Louisiana _  70,  332 

Maine -  33,  225 

Maryland _  41,  744 

Massachusetts _  37,  335 

Michigan..  _ _  90,392 

Minnesota _  81,  705 

Mississippi _  103,  125 

Missouri _ 91,049 

Montana _ _ _ t _  31, 130 

Nebraska _ _ _  51,  145 

Nevada _  19,  737 

New  Hampshire _  24,  917 

New  Jersey _  37,  002 

New  Mexico _  31,  148 

New  York _  90,  883 

North  Carolina _  140,  041 

North  Dakota _  39,  346 

Ohio _  108,  829 

Oklahoma _  67,  085 

Oregon _  43,  406 

Pennsylvania _ .  116,703 

Puerto  Rico _  96,  263 

Rhode  Island _ 20,  837 

South  Carolina _  79,316 

South  Dakota _  38,  916 

Tennessee _ 104,  952 

Texas _  140,  116 

Utah _ _ _ 26,970 

Vermont _  26,  595 

Virginia _ 89,  616 

Washington _  49,  374 

West  Virginia _  64,  849 

Wisconsin _ ' _  82,950 

Wyoming _  23,  429 


Total _  3,240,000 

Regional  research  fund _  1, 125,  000 

Administration _  135,  000 


Total _  4,  500,  000 


Extracts  From  the  Yearbook  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  1953 

One  of  the  most  tragic  events  in  history 
led  to  the  beginning  of  real  knowledge  about 
plant  diseases  and  to  the  development  of 
the  science  of  plant  pathology.  That  was 
the  Irish  famine  in  the  middle  of  the  19th 
century.  Two  circumstances  were  respon¬ 
sible.  First,  the  impoverished  population 
had  become  almost  wholly  dependent  on 
their  protato  gardens  for  food.  Second,  the 
potato  crop  for  2  years,  1845  and  1846,  was 
almost  wholly  destroyed  by  late  blight.  Ac¬ 
counts  of  physical  misery  and  spiritual 
anguish  suffered  because  of  the  devastation 
caused  by  this  one  disease  go  far  beyond 
anything  that  ordinary  experience  equips 
one  to  understand.  Ireland  lost  almost  a 
third  of  its  population  between  1845  and 
1860  as  a  direct  result  of  the  outbreak  of 
late  blight.  A  million  people  died  from  star¬ 
vation  or  from  disease  following  malnutri¬ 
tion.  A  million  and  a  half  more  emigrated. 

The  outbreak  in  Ireland  was  part  of  a 
pandemic — that  is,  the  disease  suddenly  be¬ 
came  widespread  and  destructive  almost 
simultaneously  in  several  European  coun- 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


June  11 


7938 

tries  and  in  the  United  States  as  well.  As 
far  as  can  be  determined,  the  disease  had  ap¬ 
peared  in  these  regions  not  more  than  2  or 
3  years  previously.  In  the  meantime,  the 
pathogen  evidently  increased  and  became 
widely  distributed,  so  that  when  the  weather 
became  generally  and  extremely  favorable,  as 
happened  during  the  years  of  the  pandemic, 
it  could  attack  rapidly  and  in  force  over  a 
wide  area  at  once. 

Why  did  this  outbreak  overwhelm  the 
Irish  and  affect  other  peoples  much  less? 
The  answer  is  not  simple.  It  lies  partly  in 
agricultural  and  partly  in  political  history. 
But  essentially  it  is  that  miserable  economic 
conditions  led  to  the  almost  sole  reliance  of 
the  Irish  peasantry  on  the  easily  grown,  pro¬ 
ductive,  and  filling  potato  for  their  main 
food. 

In  other  places  food  resources  were  more 
varied  so  that  destruction  of  the  potato  crop 
did  not  have  anywhere  near  the  same  im¬ 
portance. 

Even  after  this  grimest  of  epidemics 
abated,  its  consequences  remained.  The  dis¬ 
ease  had  become  a  fixture  in  potato  culture. 
It  was  more  or  less  evident  almost  every 
year,  and  serious  outbreaks,  although  none 
again  so  disastrous  as  the  great  pandemic, 
occurred  from  time  to  time  whenever  the 
weather  yeas  favorable.  The  tragic  drama 
of  the  famine  was  one  of  the  decisive  factors 
in  subsequent  social  and  economic  policy. 
Its  influence  on  British-Irish  relations  is 
still  felt.  v 

Of  course,  circumstances  must  be  unusual 
Indeed  for  such  extreme  disaster  to  be  caused 
by  the  attack  of  a  plant  disease,  or,  for  that 
matter,  by  anything  else.  There  have  been 
other  records  of  famine  due  to  the  severe  oc¬ 
currence  of  a  plant  disease.  In  1733,  more 
than  a  century  before  the  Irish  famine,  12,000 
persons  on  one  Japanese  island  died  because 
of  failure  of  the  rice  crop,  caused  perhaps  by 
stunt,  a  virus  disease.  Early  settlers  in  Aus¬ 
tralia  are  said  to  have  suffered  more  than 
once  from  lack  of  food  because  their  grain 
crops  were  destroyed  by  leaf  rust.  Actually, 
however,  except  for  the  toll  of  human  lives 
that  make  it  so  terrifying  and  so  impressive, 
famine  is  comparatively  minor  as  an  expres¬ 
sion  of  the  importance  of  plant  diseases. 

Nowadays  help  can  reach  victims  quickly 
almost  anywhere  in  the  world,  and  there  is 
less  and  less  likelihood  of  famine  or  excuse 
for  it. 

*  •  *  *  • 

That  last  statement  is  true  except  in  times 
of  stress  and  emergency,  of  disrupted  trans¬ 
portation  and  world  upheaval.  Late  blight* 
Is  said  to  have  had  a  place  in  the  defeat  of 
Germany  in  the  First  World  War.  In  1917  it 
destroyed  about  a  third  of  the  potato  crop, 
which  made  up  a  large  part  of  the  wartime 
diet  of  the  Germans.  Reduction  in  the  al¬ 
ready  scanty  food  supply  contributed  to  the 
breakdown  in  morale  and  physical  endurance 
that  led  to  the  end  of  the  war.  Here  again, 
this  required  a  favorable  combination  of  cir¬ 
cumstances;  seldom  does  a  single  plant  dis¬ 
ease  influence  military  affairs  to  that  extent. 
Plant  diseases  can  cause  or  aggravate  serious 
shortages  in  wartime,  however,  all  the  more 
so  because  then  fewer  varieties  of  crops  are 
apt  to  be  grown;  their  products,  whether  for 
food  or  other  consumption,  are  urgently 
needed  in  greater  quantity  than  usual;  re¬ 
placements  or  substitutes  are  hard  to  get  or 
are  unsatisfactory;  diversion  of  chemicals 
necessary  in  the  manufacture  of  fertilizers 
and  fungicides  to  other  use  hampers  control 
of  parasitic  and  non-parasitic  diseases;  and 
the  overloaded  transportation  facilities  mul¬ 
tiply  the  effects  of  all  the  other  factors. 

*  *  •  •  • 

Some  of  the  most  dreaded  diseases  of  crops 
are  of  moderate  importance  or  are  scarce  or 
even  absent  a  good  part  of  the  time.  But 
they  can  attack  with  great  suddenness  and 


destructiveness  in  certain  seasons,  or  per¬ 
haps  during  several  consecutive  years. 
Among  them  are  wheat  stem  rust  and  potato 
late  blight,  which  are  probably  the  most 
famous  of  plant  diseases  because  of  the  im¬ 
portance  of  the  hosts  almost  everywhere 
and  because  of  the  extraordinary  severity  of 
epidemic  outbreaks  of  either  disease. 

»  *  •  •  • 

Late  blight  has  a  habit  of  appearing  sud¬ 
denly  and  destructively  in  regions  where  it 
had  not  previously  been  considered  a  factor. 
The  epidemic  in  the  southern  potato  crop 
in  the  winter  and  spring  of  1943-1944  is  a 
good  illustration.  Contributing  /actors  in 
that  outbreak  were:  The  especially  abund¬ 
ant  supply  of  inoculum  that  resulted  from 
wartime  relaxation  of  seed  requirements; 
exceptionally  wet  weather,  favorable  temper¬ 
atures;  lack  of  experience  with  the  disease; 
and  difficulty  of  control,  the  result  of  the 
early  heavy  attack,  weather  that  prevented 
efficient  application,  and  scarcity  of  control 
materials.  The  total  result  was  the  most 
severe  and  widespread  epidemic  ever  known 
in  the  South.  Losses  were  heavy  in  some 
States  where  the  disease  had  not  been  seen 
for  30  years  or  more. 

»  *  *  •  * 

One  cannot  study  a  parasitic  plant  disease 
without  taking  into  account  the  influence 
of  temperature  and  moisture  on  the  path¬ 
ogen,  on  the  reaction  of  the  host,  and  on 
consequent  disease  development.  Obviously, 
a  connection  so  regular  must  have  great 
practical  significance. 

*  •  *  *  • 

If  we  can  tell  when  an  outbreak  is  likely 
to  happen,  we  can  prepare  for  it  apd  reduce 
losses.  In  particular,  we  can  overcome  the 
difficulty  in  the  use  of  expensive  chemical 
control  measures  arising  from  the  fact  that 
routine  application  is  wasted  in  years  when 
the  disease  is  absent,  but,  on  the  other  hand, 
when  it  does  attack  protection  must  be 
prompt  and  continuous  to  do  any  good. 
With  such  a  choice  farmers  are  apt  to  take 
a  chance  and  often  will  sustain  severe  losses. 
Forecasting  enables  sound  judgment  instead 
of  wasteful  guessing  on  the  need  for  control 
measures. 

Prediction  does  not  always  help  in  con¬ 
trol  but  does  enable  farmers  to  reduce  their 
losses  in  other  ways.  For  instance,  there  is 
no  practicable  shorttime  control  measure 
available  for  wheat  leaf  rust,  but  forecasts 
issued  early  in  the  season  allow  farmers  to 
plow  up  their  wheat  and  plant  some  other 
crop  or  to  pasture  their  fields  if  a  serious 
outbreak  is  indicated.  Thus  they  can  re¬ 
cover  at  least  part  of  their  season’s  invest¬ 
ment. 

*  •  •  *  • 

Late  blight  of  potato  Is  a  downy  mildew 
caused  by  a  fungus,  Phytophthora  infestans. 
The  mildew,  or  flour-like  spots,  usually  on 
the  lower  surface  of  the  leaf,  distinguishes 
the  disease  from  other  leaf  spots  on  the 
potato  plant.  Humid  conditions  favor  it. 
Despite  its  name,  the  first  infection  often 
occurs  soon  after  the  plants  emerge  when 
favorable  moisture  and  temperature  pre¬ 
vail.  At  70°  to  75°  F.  the  fungus  grows  so 
fast  inside  the  leaves  that  within  a  week 
after  infection  it  causes  dead  spots  one-half 
to  1  inch  in  diameter.  The  entire  plant 
may  be  killed  within  2  weeks.  The  brown 
discoloration  of  the  foliage  brings  to  mind 
the  terms  “blight”  and  “rust." 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  again  I 
say  to  my  constituents  who  have  urged 
me  to  offer  amendments  increasing  the 
amount  that  I  do  not  believe  in  en¬ 
gaging  in  simple  political  gestures.  I 
may  say  for  the  Record  that  I  could 
offer  the  amendments  they  suggested 
that  I  offer.  But  it  would  be  hopeless, 


because,  as  the  Senator  from '  Georgia 
has  pointed  out  to  me,  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  would  oppose  the 
amendments.  Also,  he  has  given  me  his 
sincere  and  honest  advice  that  our  best 
hope  of  holding  the  amounts  we  have 
provided  by  means  of  the  amendments 
recommended  by  the  Appropriations 
Committee  is  to  support  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  version  of  the  bill.  The  Senator 
from  Georgia  has  pointed  out  that  the 
real  danger  is  that  if  we  try  to  increase 
those  amounts,  we  may  wind  up  in  con¬ 
ference  with  lesser  amounts. 

Therefore,  on  the  basis  of  the  state¬ 
ments  made  today,  I  am  not  offering  the 
amendments  suggested  by  these  groups, 
because,  as  I  have  said  before  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate,  I  think  we  have  obtained, 
under  the  leadership  of  the  Senator  from 
Georgia,  the  best  possible  bill  we  have 
any  hope  of  having  enacted  at  this  ses¬ 
sion  of  Congress,  in  view  of  what  is  al¬ 
most  a  fixation,  I  may  say,  regarding 
economy  this  year  at  the  expense,  in 
item  after  item  of  many  bills,  as  I  ex¬ 
perienced  it  early  today  in  connection 
with  the  District  of  Columbia  appropri¬ 
ation  bill,  of  human  welfare  and  human 
needs. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
desire  the  Record  to  show  that  I  sup¬ 
ported  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
junior  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche] 
because  I  believe  there  must  be  imposed 
an  extremely  rigid  ceiling  on  what  can 
be  paid  by  the  Government  to  any  one 
farm  unit  under  the  acreage-reserve 
program.  Unless  we  do  that,  we  shall 
be  aiding  only  relatively  large  agricul¬ 
tural  operations,  and  we  shall  continue 
to  be  unfair  and  discriminatory  to  the 
family-size  farming  undertaking. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Texas  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  time  under  his  control? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  am  prepared  to  do  so,  if  the  mi¬ 
nority  leader  will  do  likewise. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  my-  time, 
under  the  same  condition. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Then,  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  back  the  remainder  of 
my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  been  yielded  back. 

The  question  is.  Shall  the  bill  pass? 

On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  iVIANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Clark],  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas],  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Fulbright],  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Kefauver],  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely],  and  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers] 
are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  business. 

I  further  announce,  if  present  and 
voting,  all  of  the  Senators  listed  above 
would  have  voted  “yea.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bricker],  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
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Cotton],  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
[Mr.  Hruska],  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
I  Mr.  Malone  1,  and  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young]  are  absent 
on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
l Mi-.  Bridges]  and  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Langer]  are  absent 
because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Bush]  and  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Martin]  are  absent  on  offi¬ 
cial  business. 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr. 
Payne]  is  necessarily  absent. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bricker],  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Bush],  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Malone], 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Martin],  and  the  Senator  from  Maine 
[Mr.  Payne]  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  78, 
nays  0,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 78 


Aiken 

Gore 

Morton 

Allott 

Green 

Mundt 

Anderson 

Hayden 

Murray 

Barrett 

Hennings 

Neuberger 

Beall 

Hickenlooper 

O’Mahoney 

Bennett 

Hill 

Pastore 

Bible 

Holland 

Potter 

Butler 

Humphrey 

Purtell 

Byrd 

Ives 

Revercomb 

Capehart 

Jackson 

Robertson 

Carlson 

Javits 

Russell 

Carroll 

Jenner 

Saltonstall 

Case,  N.  J. 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Schoeppel 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Scott 

Chavez 

Kennedy 

Smith,  Maine 

Church 

Kerr 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Cooper 

Knowland 

Sparkman 

Curtis 

Kuchel 

Stennis 

Dirksen 

Lausche 

Symington 

Dworshak 

Long 

Talmadge 

Eastland 

Magnuson 

Thurmond 

Ellender 

Mansfield 

Thye 

Ervin 

Martin,  Iowa 

Watkins 

Flanders 

McNamara 

Wiley 

Frear 

Monroney 

W-illiams 

Goldwater 

Morse 

Yarborough 

NOT  VOTING— 

17 

Bricker 

Fulbright 

McClellan 

Bridges 

Hruska 

Neely 

Bush 

Kefauver 

Payne 

Clark 

Langer 

Smathers 

Cotton 

Douglas 

Malone 

Martin,  Pa. 

Young 

So  the  bill 

(H.  R.  7441) 

was  passed. 
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Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  upon  its  amend¬ 
ments,  request  a  conference  thereon  with 
the  House  of  Representatives,  and  tha 
the  Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on  the 
part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Russell, 
Mr.  Hayden,  Mr.  Hill,  Mr.  Robertson, 
Mr.  Ellender,  Mr.  Young,  Mr.  Mundt, 
and  Mr.  Dworshak  the  conferees  on  the 
part  of  the  Senate. 

THE  KHRUSHCHEV  ^STATEMENT  ON 
THE  COMMUN'fST  SYSTEM 

Mr.  KNOWLAN^.  Mr.  President,  in 
the  television  program  on  Sunday,  June 
2,  Mr.  Khrushohev,  the  First  Secretary 
of  the  Comimmist  Party,  had  an  inter¬ 
view  which/ was  rebroadcast  in  the 
United  States.  At  that  time  the  follow¬ 
ing  question  was  asked  of  him  by  Mr. 
Cutler: 

Mr.  ^hrushchev,  do  you  have  any  fear  that 
If  yqn  withdraw  your  troops  from  certain. 


states  in  Eastern  Europe,  those  countries 
would  all  remain  Communist? 

In  reply,  Mr.  Khrushchev  answered  in 
the  following  words: 

You  seem  to  think  that  the  Communist 
system  in  some  country  can  be  held  up  by 
our  armed  forces.  But  I  wouldn’t  defend  a 
Communist  system  of  that  kind.  The  Com¬ 
munist  system  must  be  based  on  the  will  of 
j  the  people,  and  if  the  people  should  not 
;  want  that  system,  then  that  people  should 
j  establish  a  different  system.  And  for  that 
reason  we  have  no  fear  of  withdrawing  our 
troops  from  any  country  of  Eastern  Europe 
or  from  Eastern  Germany,  and  we  are  cer¬ 
tain  that  the  people  themselves  will  defend 
their  system  even  better  without  that. 

Mr.  President,  as  the  distinguished 
majority  leader  has  spoken  on  another 
aspect  of  this  situation,  it  seems  to  me 
hat  Mr.  Khrushchev  has  opened  up  a 
uation  of  which  this  country  and  the 
fr&e  world  should  take  full  advantage. 
Bas^d  on  that,  I  addressed  a  letter  to  the 
Secretary  of  State,  under  date  of  June  8, 
1957.  Because  of  some  misinterpreta¬ 
tions  oi\, misunderstandings  of  the  pro¬ 
posal,  I  desire  to  read  into  the  Record  at 
this  time  ‘the  letter  I  addressed  to  the 
Secretary  of,  State.  I  wish  to  say  that 
prior  to  releasing  this  letter,  I  personally^ 
discussed  the  flatter  with  the  Secretary 
of  State,  and  he\aid  he  had  no  objection 
to  my  making  n^e  letter  public. ,  The 
letter  reads: 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary^  It  seems  to/ me  that 
Mr.  Khrushchev  in  his  television  appearance 
of  Sunday,  June  2,  has  gryen  us, An  opportu¬ 
nity  to  call  his  hand.  HA.  woold  be  placed 
in  the  position  of  carrying  Vat  his  expressed 
belief  or  being  exposed  as  ^o^aler  in  typical 
Communist  propaganda. 

When  Mr.  Cutler  askerf  him  the  question, 
"Do  you  have  any  feaiythat  if  yoVi  withdraw 
your  troops  from  certain  states  V  Eastern 
Europe  that  those  countries  would  aij  remain 
Communist?” 

In  his  reply  hi/' said,  "  *  *  *  You  sfen  to 
think  that  the,- Communist  system  in  some 
country  can  held  up  by  our  armed  forces. 
But  I  wouldn’t  defend  a  Communist  systei 
of  that  kipfi.  The  Communist  system  musl 
be  based,  on  the  will  of  the  people,  and  if 
the  pepple  should  not  want  that  system, 
then  that  people  should  establish  a  different 
system.  And  for  that  reason  we  have  no 
lea/  of  withdrawing  our  troops  from  any 
ntry  of  Eastern  Europe  or  from  Eastern 
ermany,  and  we  are  certain  that  the  people 
themselves  will  defend  their  system  even  bet¬ 
ter  without  that.” 

I  would  strongly  recommend  that  we  chal¬ 
lenge  him  in  this  area  to  demonstrate  his 
expressed  faith  in  communism  and  in  an 
area  where  his  country  already  has  treaty 
and  moral  commitments  to  withdraw. 

1.  When  Austria  became  free  of  Soviet 
occupation  the  legal  basis  for  retaining 
troops  in  Hungary  terminated. 

2.  The  last  legal  Government  of  Hungary 
under  Nagy  repudiated  the  Warsaw  Pact 
which  removed  even  this  doubtful  justifica¬ 
tion  for  the  presence  of  Soviet  forces. 

-3.  The  United  Nations  has  passed  10  reso¬ 
lutions  relative  to  Hungary  including  those 
relating  to  Soviet  troops’  withdrawal  and  the 
holding  of  free  elections. 

In  view  of  the  above  and  with  the  con¬ 
sent  of  our  associates  in  the  North  Atlantic 
Alliance  including,  of  course,  Norway,  I 
would  hope  that  we  would  confront  Khru¬ 
shchev  and  the  Soviet  Union  with  the  chal¬ 
lenge  to  live  up  to  their  prior  commit¬ 
ments  and  obligations  and  to  test  the  popu¬ 
larity  of  10  years  of  Communist  domination 
by  giving  the  people  of  Hungary  the  oppor¬ 


tunity  of  voting  for  a  government  of  their 
choice  in  secret,  free  elections  under  United 
Nations  supervision. 

In  exchange  we  and  our  allies  could  agree., 
that  Norway  would  become  a  member  of  tl/ 
Baltic  neutral  bloc.  / 

If  this  proposal  was  not  satisfactory;  an 
alternative  would  be  that  the  Soviet  Union 
withdraw  from  Latvia,  Lithuania,  and  Es¬ 
tonia,  live  up  to  their  previous  t/eaties  of 
friendship  and  nonaggression  with  those 
three  Baltic  Republics,  return  the  thousands 
of  Latvians,  Lithuanians,  and  Estonians 
from  Soviet  prison  camps  and  agree  to 
United  Nations-supervised,  free  elections  in 
these  three  Baltic  Republics.  The  free 
world  and  the  Soviet  .Union  to  thereafter 
jointly  agree  to  guarantee  the  frontiers  of 
the  Baltic  neutral  bloc  against  any  aggres¬ 
sion. 

Khrushchev  harf  given  an  opening  which 
should  not  be  ignored.  It  would  give  us 
an  opportunity  to  test  his  words  against 
Soviet  deeds;'  This  is  fully  in  line  with 
earlier  expressions  of  President  Eisenhower 
that  the  ,  Soviet  Union  should  demonstrate 
by  “deeds  and  not  words”  that  it  was  pre¬ 
pared/)  lay  the  groundwork  for  peace  with 
hone 

nth  best  personal  regards,  I  remain. 
Sincerely  yours. 

William  F.  Knowland. 

Mr.  President,  I  make  this  letter  pub¬ 
lic  because  of  the  misunderstanding, 
first,  that  there  was  any  proposal  made 
that  this  be  done  without  full  consul¬ 
tation  with  all  our  allies,  including  Nor¬ 
way;  secondly,  that  the  opening  Khru¬ 
shchev  gave  us  should  not  be  bypassed  or 
ignored;  thirdly,  even  if  Norway  and 
other  NATO  nations  should  agree  to  it, 
we  would  still  not  leave  them  to  the 
tender  mercies  of  the  Communist  world, 
but  with  guaranties  to  a  Baltic  neutral 
bloc. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  desire  to  express  my  apprecia¬ 
tion  to  my  colleagues  for  their  coopera¬ 
tion  in  passing  two  important  appropri¬ 
ation  bills  today  and  sending  them  to 
conference.  I  hope  we  shall  be  as  suc- 
ssful  tomorrow  in  acting  on  two  other 
appropriation  bills,  namely,  Order  No. 
42T\H.  R.  6070,  the  independent  offices 
appropriation  bill,  and  Order  No.  423, 
H.  R.  ^>287,  the  Departments  of  Labor, 
and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  ap¬ 
propriation  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  desire  to  make  a 
motion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  ’ftpxas  has  the  floor. 

INDEPENDENT  OFFICES  APPROPRI¬ 
ATIONS,  1958 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  move  that  the'SjSenate  proceed 
to  the  consideration  of  Order  No.  421, 
H.  R.  6070,  making  appropriations  for 
independent  offices. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER),  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bil 
6070)  making  appropriations 
independent  executive  bureaus,  bo's 
commissions,  corporations,  agencies,  &nd 
offices,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Ju\e 
30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 
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Thq  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  Is^on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  "from  Texas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill, 
which  had  been  reported  frotn  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  with  Amend¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  under  the  previous  order,  the 
Senate  will  meet  tomorrow  at  9:  30  a.  m. 
There  will  then  be  a  morning  hour,  a 
quorum  call,  and  the  consideration  of 
the  independent  offices  appropriation 
bill,  provided  such  procedure  is  agree¬ 
able  to  the  chairman  and  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  member  of  the  subcommittee, 
by  chance  that  should  not  be  agpeeSble 
to  them,  we  would  substitute  the 
Labor-Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
appropriation  bij 

We  hope  to  pass  both  appropriation 
bills  teirforrow,  and  then  proceed  to'  the 
^eofisideration  of  the  mutual  security  au¬ 
thorization  bill. 


ADDITIONAL  APPENDIX  MATTER 
By  Mr.  COOPER: 

Speech  by  Watson  W.  Wise,  chairman, 
Good  Neighbor  Commission  of  Texas,  before 
Council  of  International  Relations,  San 
Antonio,  Tex.,  April  15,  1957. 


IENT  TO  9:30 
lORROi 

Mr.  JOHNSON „p?,<f$;xas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  if  thepe-tfre  no  SertatQrs  who  de¬ 
sire  tp.  address  the  Senate,  pursuant  to 
order  previously  entered,  I 
that  the  Senate  stand  in  adjournment 
until  9:30  o’clock  a.  m.  tomorrow. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at  10 
o’clock  and  18  minutes  p.  m.)  the  Sen¬ 
ate  adjourned,  the  adjournment  being, 
under  the  order  entered  yesterday,  June 
10,  1957,  until  tomorrow,  Wednesday, 
June  12,  1957,  at  9:30  o'clock  a.  m. 


CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive  nominations  congj?m£d  by 
the  Senate  June  11,  1957: 

United  States  , ©f strict  Judge 
Robert  Van  BefrfTof  Nebraska,  to  be  United 
States  dlptet€l  judge  for  the  district  of  Ne- 

Untted  States  Attorneys 
Hartwell  Davis,  of  Alabama,  to  be  United 
States  attorney  for  the  middle  district  of 
Alabama  for  a  term  of  4  years. 

Jack  Chapter  Brown,  of  Indiana,  to  be 
United  States  attorney  for  the  southern  dis¬ 
trict  of  Indiana  for  a  term  of  4  years. 

Clinton  G.  Richards,  of  South  Dakota,  to 
^be  United  States  attorney  for  the  district  of 
ScbatljJDakota  for  a  term  of  4  years. 

States  Marshals 

James  L.  M^>qf  Alabama,  to  be  United 
States  marshal  for  tfi»~§outhern  district  of 
Alabama  for  a  term  of  4  yell 

John  F.  Barr,  of  West  Virginia,  RHjgUnited 
States  marshal  for  the  northern  dist? 

West  Virginia  for  a  term  of  4  years. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  reported  bills  t6  modify  relation  of  supports  on 
burley  and  Virginia  tobacco,  exempt  certain  Wheat  producers  from  marketing  penal¬ 
ties,  transfer  wheat  acreage  allotments  of/ lands  taken  by  right  of  eminent  domain, 
and  eliminate  requirements  for  certain  peanut  reports.  Sen.  Capehart  commended 
Industrial  Uses  Commission’s  report.  Sen.' Purtell  criticized  Department 1 s  report 
on  Humane  slaughter  bill.  Sen.  Humphrey  insfcjrted  statement  on  use  of  food  and 
(see  p.  6.)  /  SENATE 


PEANUTS;  TOBACCO;  WHEAT.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  the 
following  bill 8:  / 

Without  amendment,  S.  609,. eliminating  the  requirement  of  reports  from  persons 
operating  peanut  picking  or  threshing  machines  (S.  Rept.  456),  p.  8280; 
Without  amendment,  H.R./^259,  to  modify  the  relation  of  supports  on  burley  and 
Virginia  tobacco?r(S.  Rept.  457),  p.  |8280; 

With  amendment,  S.  959,  to  exempt  from  marketing  penalties  producers  of  wheat 
used  for  seed/^r  feed  on  the  farm  (S.  Rept.  458),  p.  8280; 

With  amendments,  fN.  606,  to  permit  the  transfer  of  wheat  acreage  allotments 

of  lands  ttfxen  from  the  farmer  by  right  of  eminent  domaih% (S.  Rept.  459)  , 

p.  8280 


2,  ATOMIC  ENERGY.  Debated  the  Statute  of  the  International  Atomic  Ene 
pp.  82677/7,  8343-76,  8382-3,  8384-90 


y  Agency. 


3.  -RESEARCH.  Sen,  Capehart  commended  the  report  of  the  Commission  on  Increased 
Industrial  Uses  of  Agricultural  Products,  inserted  his  bill  to  expand  research 
Lvities  to  discover  new  uses,  and  inserted  his 'speech  on  the  subject,  pp. 
)29-36  v 


4.  HUMANE  SLAUGHTER.  Sen.  Purtell  urged  the  passage  of  humane  slaughter  legis¬ 
lation  and  inserted  this  Department's  adverse  report  on  the  bill  and  his 
letter  to  Sen.  Ellender  criticizing  it.  pp.  8336-7 


5.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Sen.  Watkins  inserted  a  speech  by  the  Governor  of  Utah/  '  A 
Midcentury  Appraisal  of  Water  and  Power  Needs."  pp.  8337-9 


6.  WATER  POLLUTION.  Received  a  Calif.  Legislature  resolution  urging  increased 
efforts  to  prevent  the  pollution  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  area.  o*  8278 


7.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Sen.  Johnson  urged  increased  spending  for  flood  ^ontrol  and  the 
development  of  water  resources,  pp.  8286-7 


8.  FISCAL  POLICY.  Sen.\ Johnson  criticized  the  Administration' s/monetary  and 

credit  policies,  which  he  said  deterred  local  government  bbdies  from  borrowing 
money,  p.  8287 


9.  TAX  AMORTIZATION.  Sen.  Neuberger  inserted  a  letter  frptn  an  engineer  to  the 
President  discussing  the  probable  cost  of  the  fast  tax  writeoff  granted  the 
Idaho  Power  Co.  pp.  8376-i),  / 


10.  FOOD  DISTRIBUTION.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  his  st, 
fiber  in  our  foreign  policy,  pp.  8383-4 


12. 


itement  on  the  use  of  food  ant 


HOUSE 


11.  BUDGETING.  The  Government  Operat ion k  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
H.R.  8002,  to  provide  for  stating  appropriation  estimates  on  an  accrued 
expenditure  basis  (H.  Rept.  572).  p.  $437 


ADVISORY  COMMITTEES.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 
ment  H.R.  7390,  to  amend  the  Administrative  Expense  Act  of  1946  so  as  to  re¬ 
quire  reports  to  Congress  prior  td*  the  establishment  of  certain  advisory 
committees  (H.  Rept.  576).  p.  3,437 


13.  RESEARCH.  Received  the  reportVof  the  President'^  bipartisan  Commission  on  /* 
Increased  Industrial  Use  of  Agricultural  Products,,  pursuant  to  Public  Law 
540,  84th  Congress;  to  Agriculture  Committee.  p.\?437 


14.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.R.  7441,  the  agricultural 

appropriation  bill  for  1958  (Senate  conferees  were  appointed  June  11)^,  ond' 


-ih-it — 60-70-,- ■  the— independent-erf  fices  appropriation-  bi -con 


ferees  were  appointed  June*  l|)  .  p.  8394 


15. 


mee 

■ 


16. 


MEATS.  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Rep.  Marshall,  H.R.  7244,  to  amend  the 
Packers  and  Stockyards  Act  of  1921  so  as  to  permit  deduction^  for  a  self-help 
meat  promotion  program,  p.  8395 

PERSONNEL.  passed  with  amendments  S.  601,  relative  to  the  charging  of  interest 
on  deposits'  in  the  civil  service  retirement  fund  during  certain  periods  of 


separation  from  the  service.  H.R.  3084,  a  similar  bill,  was  laid  qn  the 


939C 


table,  yp. 

CONTRACTS.  Passed  as  reported  H.R.  7^3^»  bo  extend  the  termination  date  of 
title  II  of  the  First  War  Powers  Act  of  1941  from  June  30,  1957  to  June  30, 
1958.  Under  title  II  the  President  may  authorize  any  department  or  agency 
of  the  Government,  which  is  dealing  with  national  defense,  to  make  contra^ 


17. 


1957 
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able'Hcngth  of  time  to  consider  it.  We 
are  not  going  to  be  fooled  by  any  com¬ 
mittee  tl^at  uses  technical  procedure  to 
bottle  up\pending  legislation.  If  that 
committee \ried  to  bottle  up  the  bill,  I 
would  then  be  in  favor  of  a  resolution 
to  discharge  tee  committee  from  con¬ 
sideration  of  thW  bill.  By  the  same  ma¬ 
jority  vote,  we  catj  discharge  a  commit¬ 
tee. 

It  is  said  that  we  Ohall  still  be  in  par¬ 
liamentary  difficulty, 'because  it  means 
that  has  to  be  done  during  the  morning 
hour,  and  Senators  cari\speak  until  2 
o’clock,  and  by  dilatory  tactics,  they  can 
prevent  the  motion  from  coming  up  for 
some  time.  Mr.  President,  they  lose  in 
the  long  run,  unless  they  havev-the  con¬ 
viction  I  have.  I  happen  to  hofd  to  the 
view  that  when  people  use  tactics  of  that 
kind,  they  destroy  the  very  case  they  are 
seeking  to  defend,  if  the  opposition  has 
the  will  and  determination  to  stick 
the  issue  and  hold  fast  until  finally^ 
sound  civil  rights  legislation  can  be 
enacted. 

People  say,  “Senators  become  tired. 
They  want  to  go  home.  They  want  to  do 
this,  and  they  want  to  do  that.”  I  know 
of  nothing  more  important,  so  long  as 
we  sit  in  the  Senate,  than  carrying  out 
the  full  obligations  of  our  oath  of  office. 

As  I  said  to  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  this  morning  in  my  colloquy  with 
him,  when  I  commended  him  for  what  I 
thought  was  another  one  of  his  great 
speeches,  I  think  we  ought  to  fight,  on 
the  basis  of  procedure,  so  no  one  can 
say  we  used  any  form  of  parliamentary 
expediency.  We  should  give  the  Judi¬ 
ciary  Committee  an  opportunity  to  con¬ 
sider  the  House  bill  and  give  it  a  reason¬ 
able  time  to  report  the  House  bill.  Then, 
if  we  are  satisfied  the  committee  is  not 
keeping  faith  with  its  obligation  to  the 
Senate,  namely,  to  report  the  bill,  either 
with  approval  or  without  approval,  we 
can  then  move  to  discharge  that  com¬ 
mittee,  and  keep  that  issue  before  the 
Senate  until  we  finally  get  a  vote  on  it, 
and  use  our  majority,  if  we  have  a 
majority.  If  we  have  a  majority,  we  can 
use  it  to  discharge  the  committee  and 
then  to  pass  fair  civil  rights  legislation. 
That  is  my  case. 

To  all  of  the  other  13  Members  whose 
names  are  on  the  statement  Friday  I 
wish  to  say  I  am  exceedingly  sorry  if 
have  offended  them  in  any  way.  I 
this  morning,  however,  that  I  would  pre¬ 
sume  that  some  of  them  would  thirik  I 
had  pulled  the  rug  out  from  under/Chem, 
but  I  want  them  to  know  I  reached  no 
conclusion  on  this  matter,  as  a’member 
of  my  office  staff  can  tell  them,  until 
midafternoon  yesterday,  when  I  finally 
told  my  staff  member  that  I  thought  the 
procedure  proposed  was/not  the  sound 
procedure  we  ought  to  follow  and  that  I 
was  going  to  have  to^re verse  myself  on 
that  issue. 

I  have  made  this^tatement,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  because  I  thought  the  record  ought 
to  be  clear.  I  p,m  perfectly  willing  to  be 
judged  by  my^Sonscience  on  this  matter. 

To  those  colleagues  of  mine,  let  me 
say  they  cm  count  on  me  to  fight  with 
them  for-  good  civil-rights  legislation. 
Howeve/;  I  do  not  intend  to  go  along  with 
a  course  of  action  which,  in  my  judg¬ 


ment,  has  some  of  the  characteristics  of 
parliamentary  expediency,  which  I  think 
will  be  at  the  cost  and  expense  of  com¬ 
plete  fairness  to  all  our  colleagues  in  the 
Senate  on  this  issue. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas  obtained  the 
floor. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Does  the 
Senator  desire  to  address  the  Senate? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  would  appreciate  it 
if  I  might  be  recognized. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  was  rec¬ 
ognized,  let  me  say  to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  beg  the  Senator’s 
pardon. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  had 
planned  to  make  a  motion  to  adjourn. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  wonder  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  would  be  willing  to  with¬ 
hold  his  motion  and  yield  to  me  for  a 
brief  moment. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  That  is  the 
reason  I  asked  the  question,  as  to  wheth¬ 
er  the  Senator  desired  to  address  the 
ienate.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to  the 
Senator. 

le  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  is  recognized. 

Mr.  ‘  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  Y 
should  like  to  say,  not  in  reply  to  my 
friend,  tn^  Senator  from  Oregon,  butf  in 
comment  upon  what  he  has  said,  that  of 
course  a  man’s  conscience  is  his  most 
sacred  possession  and  it  is  very/  impor¬ 
tant  that  one  should  follow  one’s  con¬ 
science  at  all  tinips.  7 

If  upon  careful  examination  of  the  is¬ 
sues  and  careful  scrutiny,  of  one’s  con¬ 
science  a  man  believes  he  was  in  error,  it 
is  perfectly  proper  and  acceptable  for 
him  to  so  declare  immediately.  I  wish  to 
assure  the  Senator  from  Oregon  that  I 
understand  and  appreciateShis  motives 
and  have  no  critjtfism  of  those  motives. 
I  have  expressedkmyself  privately  to  him 
that  I  thought/it  would  have  been  better 
if  the  rest  of  our  group  had  received 
advance  notice  of  what  he  intended  to 
do.  I  stiU^feel  that  way  but  this  is  a 
matter  for  him  to  decide.  \ 

I  wish'  to  say  that  the  views  which  the* 
Senator  from  Oregon  holds  on  most  pub¬ 
lic  issues  are  so  close  to  the  beliefs  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois,  and  I  think  of  the 
v^st  majority  of  northern  and  western 
iemocrats,  that  I  hope  he  will  not  feel 
this  difference  constitutes  any  perman¬ 
ent  breach  between  us.  We  happen  to 
believe,  on  our  side  of  the  fence,  as 
strongly  as  he  does  on  his  side  that  we 
are  proceeding  properly.  We  have  ar¬ 
rived  at  this  opinion  after  reading  what 
happened  on  both  the  tidelands  and  oleo 
bills.  While  we  may  have  some  tempor¬ 
ary  differences  of  opinion,  which  I  am 
sure  some  would  like  to  encourage,  I  hope 
these  differences  will  not  be  permanent 
between  us  and  that  after  this  emmedi- 
ate  issue  is  decided  that  the  Senator 
from  Oregon,  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
and  others  of  the  same  faith  may  move 
together  on  the  many  issues  which  we 
hold  in  common. 

I  shall  be  very  glad  to  talk  to  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  off  the  floor  on  this 
subject,  and  to  assure  him  of  the  deep 
and  continuing  friendship  of  the  Senator 
from  Illinois,  and  of  my  hope  that  this 
friendship  may  be  continued  in  the  fu¬ 
ture. 


Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  to  ytie 
Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  wish  to  say  to  my 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Illino.is  [Mr. 
Douglas],  that  I  never  had  the,- Slightest 
idea  our  difference  over  this  matter 
would  have  any  effect  on  ohr  personal 
relations  whatsoever.  I  told  the  Sen¬ 
ator  earlier  this  afternoon  that  I  con¬ 
sider  him  one  of  my  dearest  friends.  I 
shall  always  hold  for  .him  the  high  re¬ 
gard  and  respect  I  now  entertain  for 
him,  and  keep  him  On  my  list  as  one  of 
my  dearest  friends. 


THE  STATUTE  OF  THE  INTERNA¬ 
TIONAL  ATOMIC  ENERGY  AGEN¬ 
CY-RESERVATION 

Mr.  BRICKER  submitted  a  reserva¬ 
tion,  intended  to  be  proposed  by  him,  to 
the  resolution  of  ratification  of  the  stat¬ 
ute  of  the  International  Atomic  Energy 
Agency,  which  was  ordered  to  lie  on 
the  table  and  to  be  printed. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  The  Senate 
is  now  in  executive  session? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Pursuant  to 
the  order  previously  entered,  when  the 
Senate  convenes  tomorrow  it  will  con¬ 
vene  at  12  o’clock,  in  executive  session? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  informed  by  the  Parliamen¬ 
tarian  that  the  Senate  will  convene  in 
executive  session. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  pursuant  to  the  order  previously 
entered,  while  we  have  such  a  wonder¬ 
ful  atmosphere  existing,  I  move  that  the 
senate  stand  in  adjournment  until  to¬ 
morrow. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at 
6  o’clock  and  26  minutes  p.  m.)  the 
Senate  adjourned,  the  adjournment  be¬ 
ing,  under  the  order  previously  entered, 
until  Tuesday,  June  18,  1957,  at  12 
o’clock  meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive  nominations  received  by  the 
Senate  June  17,  1957^ 

Diplomatic  and  Foreign  Service 
Jacob  D.  Beam,  of  New  Jersey,  a  Foreign. 
Service  officer  of  class  1,  to  be  Ambassador 
Extraordinary  and  Plenipotentiary  of  the 
United  States  of  America  to  Poland. 

Atomic  Energy  Commission 
John  S.  Graham,  of  North  Carolina,  to  be 
a  member  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission 
for  the  term  expiring  June  30,  1959,  vice 
John  Von  Neumann,  deceased. 

John  Forrest  Floberg,  of  Illinois,  to  be  a 
member  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission, 
for  a  term  of  5  years  expiring  June  30,  1962k, 
vice  Thomas  E.  Murray,  term  expiring,  V 


House  of  Representatives 


\ 


\ 


The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

Dr.  RalplhM.  Sharpe,  minister,  Francis 
Asbury  Methodist  Church,  Washington, 
D.  C.,  offered  t^e  following  prayer: 

Almighty  God],  unto  whom  all  hearts 
are  open,  all  desixes  known,  and  from 
whom  no  secrets  are  hid;  cleanse  the 
thoughts  of  our  hearts.by  the  inspiration 
of  Thy  holy  spirit,  ttt%t  we  may  per¬ 
fectly  love  Thee,  and  worthily  magnify 
Thy  holy  name;  through  Christ  our  Lord. 

We  rejoice  today  that  the  icings  which 
gladden,  enrich,  and  perfect  life  are  Thy 
gifts.  Thou,  O  Lord,  art  the  \upreme 
giver  and  the  source  of  all  our  blessings. 
We  pray  that  our  thoughts  and  affec- 


Monday,  June  17,  1957 

i  Natcher,  Bowler,  Cannon,  Anderson  of 
Montana,  Horan,  Vtjrsell,  and  Taber. 


INDEPENDENT  OFFICES  APPROPRI¬ 
ATION  BILL,  1958 

Mi-.  THOMAS  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  take  from 
the  Speaker’s  table  the  bill  H.  R.  6070, 
making  appropriations  for  sundry  in¬ 
dependent  executive  bureaus,  boards, 
commissions,  corporations,  agencies,  and 
offices,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes,  with 
Senate  amendments,  disagree  to  the 


amendments  of  the  Senate  and  agree  to 
tions  may  be  centered  on  Thee,  forget-  the  conference  asked  by  the  Senate, 
ting  not  Thy  benefits.  Give  us  posseV  The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill, 

sion  of  ourselves,  sustain  us  with  Thy-,  The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 

presence,  and  gladden  us  in  the  increase  \^he  request  of  the  gentleman  n-omJVfis- 
of  our  strength. 

Let  not  the  spirit  of  thankfulness  die 
in  our  hearts,  thankfulness  for  a  great 
heritage  worth  living  and  dying  for; 
gratitude  for  abiding  faith  that  will  sur¬ 
vive  all  disaster  and  rise  triumphant 
above  the  wrecks  of  time.  Let  us  be 
attentive  to  Thy  voice  that  we  may  know 
the  things  which  belong  to  our  peace  and 
the  peace  of  the  world.  We  ask  in  the 
Redeemers’s  name.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
Friday,  June  14,  1957,  was  read  and 
approved. 


ippi?  [After  a  pause.l  The  Chair 
he&j-s  none  and  appoints  the  following 
conferees:  Messrs.  Thomas,  Yates,  Evins, 
Boland,  Cannon,  Vursell,  Ostertag, 
Jonas,  and  Taber. 

COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  DURJ&G 
SESSIONS  OF  THE  HOUSI 

Mr.  PATMANx  Mr.  Speaker/ 1  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Small  Business  may  be  allied  to  sit 
this  week  after  todayNjuring/general  de¬ 
bate  in  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  th^e  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate,  by  Mr. 
McBride,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed  a  bill  of  the 
following  title,  in  which  the  concurrence 
of  the  House  is  requested; 

S.  2130.  An  act  to  amend  further  the 
Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended, 
and  for  other  purposes. 


CORREC 


)N  OF  recor: 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1958 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  H.  R.  7441,  mak¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Admin¬ 
istration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes,  with 
Senate  amendments,  disagree  to  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  and  agree  to 
the  conference  asked  by  the  Senate. 
The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi?  [After  a  pause].  The  Chair 
hears  none  and  appoints  the  following 
conferees:  Messrs.  Whitten,  Marshall, 


fairly,  then  you  are  going  to  have  a  further 
decline  and  a  disruption  of  respect  ior  law 
and  order  and  that  respect  is  so  vejy  neces¬ 
sary  in  this  great  country  of  ours.y 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota? 

There  was  no  objectior 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  ask  unanimous /onsent  to  correct 
the  Record  of  June  l4,  page  A4724.  The 
title  is  incorrect/ in  that  the  word 
“seems”  was  usqd  instead  of  the  word 
“seen."  _ 

The  SPEAE^iiR.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  jfi.  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin? 

There  yas  no  objection. 


1RRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

rr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
rfanimous  consent  that  rollcall  No.  109 
fe  corrected  to  show  that  I  was  present. 
'I  was  present  and  answered  to  my  name. 
May  I  further  add  this  is  only  the  fourth 
time  in  13  years  that  such  a  mistake  has 
been  made,  and  I  congratulate  the  record 
clerks  on  their  good  record. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 


Mi-.  LANHAM-  Mr.  Speaker,  I  'hsk 
unanimous  consent  to  correct  an  error 
on  page  7824  of  the  Congressional  Rec¬ 
ord  for  June  11,  1957.  The  word  “not” 
should  be  stricken  from  the  sentence  in 
the  thjrd  column  on  page  7824,  and  I 
quote/  “But  if  Congress,  on  the  other 
han/  does  not  deny  jury  trials,”  and  so 
foj/h.  The  “not”  should  be  stricken 
rom  the  sentence. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there-  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  as  shown  on  page  8134  of  the 
Congressional  Record  for  June  14,  1957, 
through  inadvertence  and  error  the 
words  "and  unless  it”  were  omitted, 
which  changed  the  entire  context  and 
meaning  of  my  statement.  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  permanent  Rec¬ 
ord  be  changed  to  show  the  correct 
statement  I  made,  which  is  as  follows : 

Because  it  made  for  so  much  disregard  for 
law  and  order,  and  if  such  a  bill  as  you  have 
here  is  passed,  if  it  does  become  law  and 
unless  it  is  administered  most  wisely  and 


THE  HOUSE  TALLY  CLERKS 

(Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts 
asked  and  was  given  permission  to  extend 
her  remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Fulton]  referred  to  the  fact 
that  in  only  4  instances  in  his  13  years 
of  service  in  the  House  has  he  been  re¬ 
corded  incorrectly  on  rollcalls.  May  I 
say  that  in  32  years  as  a  Member  of 
this  House  in  only  1  instance  have  the 
tally,  clerks  made  an  error  in  recording 
my  vb.te?  I  think  this  is  a  very  fine  rec¬ 
ord  and  I  congratulate  them  for  their 
accuracy) 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  LABOR 

Mr.  KELLE^  of  Pennsylvania,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Subcommit¬ 
tee  of  the  Commit  tee,  on  Labor  may  have 
permission  to  sit  during  general  debate 
for  the  balance  of  the  week. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  thexe  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlemaXfrom  Penn¬ 
sylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

CONSENT  CALENDAR 

The  SPEAKER.  This  is  Consent 
endar  day.  The  Clerk  will  call  the  fir: 
bill  on  the  Consent  Calendar. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  received  conference  report sybn: 
bill.  Extension  of  Public  Lav;  480, 


Agricultural  appropriation 


1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1958.  Received  the  conference  report  on  this 
bill,  H.R.  7441  (H.  Rept.  682).  (pp.  9822-24)  At  the  end  of  this  Digest  is  a 
summary  of  the  actichs  of  the  conferees. 


> 


2. 


FOREIGN  TRADE;  SURPLUS  DISPOSAL.  Received  the  conference  report  on  S.  1314,  to 
extend  the  Agricultuyfr  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (Public 
Law  480)  for  one  year,  to  increase  the  authorization  under  Title  I  from  $3  to 
$4  billion,  and  to/authorize  $300  million  additional  under  Title  II  for  famine 
relief  (H.  Rept./b83).  (pp.  9824-25)  The  conferencerwpart^al  so  includes  the 
following  provisions: 

Permits  ifarter  transactions  (but  not  sales  for  local  curr^cy)  with  the 
European  satellite  nations,  but  specifically  prohibits  barter  transactions 
with  the  uSs.S.R.  ,  Communist  China,  or  any  of  the  areas  dominated^or  controlled 
by  the  (^dmmunist  regime  in  China.  \ 

Tts  the  House  provision  which  would  have  extended  the  appropriating 
autho/ity  of  Congress  to  the  financing  of  international  educational  exchange 
activities  and  the  translation,  publication,  and  distribution  of  books  and 
periodicals  with  foreign  currencies  available  under  the  act. 

Provides  that  up  to  25  percent  of  foreign  currencies  received  may  be  loaned 
to  domestic  or  foreign'  firms  for  developing  markets  for  U.S.  agricultural 
products,  provided  that  no  loans  may  be  made  for  the  manufacture  or  production 
of  any  commodity  to  be  marketed  in  competition  with  U.S.  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  or  the  products  thereof. 


Retains  the  House  provision  requiring  that  a  full  report  on  any  agreei 
fdr  the  use  of  any  foreign  currencies  be  made  to  the  Senate  and  House  and 
the\Committees  on  Agriculture  and  Appropriations  within  sixty  days  after  /ny 
sucfAagreement  is  entered  into. 

its  the  House  provision  that  would  have  made  surplus  food  commodities 
availably  for  contribution  to  State  and  local  penal  and  correctional  institu¬ 
tions. 

The  conference  report  contains  the  following  statement:  "The/conferees 
take  this  occasion  to  specifically  reaffirm  the  statements  with  respect  to 
the  basic  objectives  of  Public  Law  480  and  the  operations  thereunder  which 
were  contained'in  the  committee  reports  of  the  two  Houses  on  tiiis  legislation. 
Specifically,  tlie  conference  committee  believes  that  the  provisions  of  Public 
Law  480  should  beNutilized  to  the  fullest  to  develop  new  and  expanded  markets 
abroad  for  the  products  of  American  agriculture.  In  this ydonnection,  the 
committee  of  conferehoe  expects  that  extra  long  staple  cotton  will  be  sold 
under  the  authority  of^ this  act,  as  is  upland  cotton,  ter  any  friendly  nation 
without  regard  to  the  fqct  that  this  commodity  may  compete  with  a  similar 
commodity  produced  outsi)*^  the  United  States,  and  that  all  surplus  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  regardless  of  the  kind,  will  be" made  available  for  sale 
under  the  act  without  the  imposition  of  conditions^which  would  prevent  or  ten 
to  interfere  with  their  saleX  Rather  than  in  any/ way  seeking  to  discourage 
or  impede  the  sales  of  such  surplus  commodities/'  their  sales  should  be 
emphasized  if  it  appears  that  b^  such  sale  und^r  this  act  a  future  market  for 
dollars,  in  the  regular  course  o ^international  trade,  may  be  established  for 
such  commodities. 


3.  CIVIL  DEFENSE.  The  Armed  Services  Co 
7576,  to  amend  the  Federal  Civil  Defen 
contributions  to  the  States  for  certa 
p.  9837 


ittfee  reported  without  amendment  H.R. 
Act  of  1950  so  as  to  provide  for 
ivil  defense  purposes  (H.  Rept.  694) 


4.  OLEOMARGARINE.  The  Armed  Services /Committee 'reported  with  amendment  H.R.  912, 

to  provide  for  the  serving  of  oleomargarine  oV  margarine  in  the  Navy  ration 
0L  Rept.  690).  p.  9837 

5.  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  apd  Insular  Affairs  Committee  submitted  minority 

views  on  H.R.  2147,  to  provide  for  the  constructions,  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  of  the  San  Angel</ reclamation  project,  Tex.\(H.  Rept.  664).  p.  9837 

6.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Rep.  Rfost  inserted  a  newspaper  editorial  discussing  the 

issues  involved  in  the/  Hells  Canyon  controversy,  p.  982c 

Rep.  Abemethy  ,/poke  in  favor  of  legislation  to  permit;  TVA  to  finance  its 
own  power  expansion'1' facilities  by  the  use  of  revenue  bonds.\  pp.  9827-29 

7.  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES;  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  In  the  report  on  l^R.  8240  (H. 

Rept.  638),  the/ military  construction  bill,  the  Armed  Services  Committee 
stated  as  follows:  '’Section  410  would  further  amend  section  407  'of  Public 
Law  765,  83rd  Congress  (surplus  commodity  program),  to  assure  that\housing 
allotments/otherwise  paid  to  or  rental  charges  collected  from  civilian 
per sonne Vwi  11  be  available  for  payments  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
when  sunn  personnel  occupy  housing  constructed  under  this  program.*1 

8.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  announced  that  on  Mon.,  July  3,  H.R.  8 24C 

the/military  construction  bill,  will  be  considered,  to  be  followed  on  Tues^ 
ana  the  remainder  of  the  week  with  consideration  of  H.R.  7441,  the  agriculti 
appropriation  bill,  H.R.  6814,  compulsory  poultry  inspection,  H.R.  7390, 
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Excerpts  from  Statement  of  the  Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

\ 

Amendment  No.  1 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Limits  building  alterations  to  four 
percentum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  instead  of  three  percentum  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  five  percentum  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  la- -Re search:  Appropriates  $57,794,890,  instead  of  $48,994,890 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $58,794,890  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  amount 
agreed  to  provides  an  additional  $1,000,000  for  utilization  research  over  the 
House  bill. 


Amendment  No.  2--Research:  Provides  language  for  construction,  alteration, 
and  repair  of  buildings  and  acquisition  of  necessary  lands  therefor. 

The  laboratory  in  Mississippi  is  for  work  in  the  general  field  of  hydraulic 
engineering  with  special  emphasis  on  the  entrainment,  transportation,  and  dis¬ 
position  of  sediment,  shall  be  on  the  scale  approved  by  the  House,  and  shall  be 
located  as  heretofore  requested  and  justified  before  the  Appropriations  Committees 
jof  the  House  and  Senate  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  to  serve  the  needs  of 
the  Little  Tallahatchie  and  Yazoo  Watersheds,  as  well  as  the  general  research 
needs  of  the  watershed  treatment  and  flood-prevention  programs  of  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service. 

The  conferees  understand  that  such  laboratory  will  be  operated  in  cooperation 
with  the  University  of  Mississippi  and  Mississippi  State  College,  in  line  with  the 
general  intent  of  the  cooperative  agreement  entered  into  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  the  University  of  Mississippi,  and  Mississippi  State  College,  which 
became  effective  August  1,  1956,  for  the  operation  of  the  present  research  project 
in  this  field. 

The  Conferees  agree  that  the  laboratory  designated  for  the  Midwest  in  the 
Senate  report  should  be  constructed  on  the  scale  approved  by  the  House  and  should 
be  located  in  the  Barnes-Aasted  area  of  the  North  Central  States  as  indicated  in 
the  House  report  and  as  supported  by  testimony  of  Department  officials  in 
subcommittee  hearings  held  on  September  24,  1956. 


Amendment  No.  3- -PI ant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  Appropriates 
^$26,082,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $25,682,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Amendment  No.  4--Meat  inspection:  Appropriates  $16,826,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate  instead  of  $16,586,000  as  proposed  by  the  House.  The  conferees  direct 
that  the  additional  funds  agreed  to  be  used  to  provide  additional  inspectors  for 
new  meatpacking  plants. 

Amendments  Nos.  5  and  6 — State  experiment  stations:  Appropriate  $30,353,708 
instead  of  $29,503,708  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $30,503,708  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE 


Amendments  Nos.  7  and  8 — Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico: 
Appropriate  $50,715,000  instead  of  $49,101,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$50,865,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  additional  funds  agreed  to  above  the 
House  figure  should  be  used  to  expand  the  work  of  the  regular  extension  agents. 
Not  to  exceed  $250,000  of  the  increase  should  be  used  for  the  rural  development 
program  primarily  in  States  which  have  not  had  such  a  program  heretofore. 
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AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  9 — Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates:  Appropriates 
$14,116,700  instead  of  $14,041,700  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $14,141,700  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate,  The  conference  committee  directs  that  the  additional  work 
relative  to  the  weather  crop  reports  and  estimates  of  poultry  laying  flocks  and 
egg  production  be  performed  within  the  funds  approved. 

Amendment  No.  10 --Marketing  services:  Appropriates  $14,274,900  as  proposed 
by  the  House  instead  of  $14,324,900  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  conferees  are 
agreed  that,  since  the  livestock  market  at  Sioux  Falls,  S.  Dak.,  has  recently 
been  placed  in  category  I,  it  deserves  treatment  similar  to  other  markets  in  this  ^ 
category. 

The  conference  committee  has  agreed  that  the  reference  in  the  Senate  committee 
report  was  not  intended  to  preclude  research  on  truck  transportation,  but  was 
intended  to  emphasize  that  care  be  exercised  in  the  Department  to  make  sure  that 
research  publications  are  impartial  in  dealing  with  the  various  methods  of  trans¬ 
portation,  and  to  emphasize  the  need  for  a  careful  review  of  research  projects 
undertaken  as  to  essentiality  and  as  to  benefits  to  be  derived  therefrom  by 
agricultural  producers.  (  1 

FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  11-- Appropriates  $4,002,300  instead  of  $3,902,300  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $4,052,300  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  conferees  expect  that 
the  home-leave  travel  needs  of  this  Service  will  be  met  within  the  total  funds 
approved. 

Amendment  No.  12- -Reported  in  disagreement. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 


Amendment  No.  13 — Appropriates  $2,660,660  instead  of  $2,640,660  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $2,664,060  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 


SOIL  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION 


Amendment  No.  14--Strikes  House  language  establishing  a  combined  appropriation 
for  all  soil  and  water  conservation  programs  of  the  Department.  Individual  appro¬ 
priations  for  all  items  involved  are  provided  by  amendments  Nos.  15  through  22 
which  follow.  The  conferees  are  of  the  opinion  that  there  are  benefits  to  be 
derived  from  the  consolidation  of  some  or  all  of  these  appropriations,  but  feel  thd 
further  consideration  should  be  given  to  such  a  change.  Accordingly,  the  Secretary 
is  requested  to  study  the  matter  and  be  prepared  to  discuss  his  findings  with  the 
House  and  Senate  Appropriations  Committees  during  consideration  of  the  1959  budget. 


SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  16--Conservation  operations:  Appropriates  $72,545,000  instead 
of  $73,545,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase  included  in  this  amount 
is  provided  to  furnish  technical  assistance  to  new  soil  conservation  districts  to 
be  organized  during  the  next  year. 

Amendment  No.  17--Watershed  protection:  Appropriates  $25,500,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 
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Amendment  No.  18 — Flood  prevention:  Appropriates  $13,220,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  19--Water  conservation  and  utilization  projects:  Appropriates 
$350,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

GREAT  PLAINS  PROGRAM 

Amendment  No.  20-- Appropriates  $10,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

Amendment  No.  21--Appropriates  $212,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and 
limits  amount  to  be  received  by  any  one  participant  to  $2,500  as  proposed  by  the 
House  instead  of  $1,500  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  It  is  agreed  by  the  conference 
committee  that  the  change  in  this  limitation  should  not  affect  present  or  future 
allocations  under  the  basic  formula  governing  the  distribution  of  funds  to  States 
under  this  appropriation. 

The  amount  appropriated,  together  with  the  balance  of  $38,000,000  available 
from  the  1955  program,  will  provide  the  full  $250,000,000  authorized  for  the  1957 
program. 

The  conferees  believe  that  the  conservation  reserve  program  should  not  be  used 
to  curtail  existing  programs,  particularly  the  agricultural  conservation  program. 

It  is  understood  from  the  Department's  justifications  and  testimony  that  the  1958 
agricultural  conservation  program  will,  be  continued. on  the  same  basis  as  the  1957 
program.  In  agreeing  to  the  funds  for  this  purpose  in  the  accompanying  bill,  the 
conferees  direct  that  no  changes  will  be  made  in  the  1958  agricultural  conservation 
program  to  restrict  eligibility  requirements  or  delete  cost-sharing  practices 
included  in  the  1957  program.  Floods  and  drought  conditions  in  much  of  the  Nation 
make  it  imperative  that  all  1957  program  practices  be  contined  in  1958. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  1957  conservation  reserve  program  is  participated 
in  by  only  81,130  people  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $133,000,000,  whereas  the  1957 
agricultural  conservation  program  is  participated  in  by  1,275,000  farmers  at  an 
estimated  Federal  cost  of  about  $250,000,000. 

The  conferees  recommend  that  the  Department  revise  its  method  of  securing 
recommendations  for  practices  covered  by  the  proposed  advance  authorization  for 
the  1959  agricultural  conservation  program  by  securing  recommendations  for  cost¬ 
sharing  practices  from  county  and  State  committees  at  the  time  the  1958  program 
is  formulated.  This  should  result  in  economy  of  program  administration,  more 
timely  recommendations  for  formulation  of  a  national  agricultural  conservation 
program  for  1959,  and  should  enable  the  Department  to  present  any  changes  proposed 
in  the  1959  program  to  the  Congress  during  appropriation  hearings  next  year. 

SOIL- BANK  PROGRAMS 

Amendment  No.  22 — Conservation  reserve  program:  Appropriates  $162,940,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  and  authorizes  $32^000,000  for  future  programs  instead  of 
$250,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $350,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
The  conferees  are  of  the  opinion  that,  in  determining  individual  payments,  the 
Secretary  should  give  careful  consideration  to  the  value  of  the  land  and  the  normal 
rental  value  as  required  by  the  Soil  Bank  Act. 

Amendment  No.  24--Acreage  reserve  program:  Reported  in  disagreement.  The  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  intend  to  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and  concur  with 
an  amendment  limiting  payments  to  any  one  producer  to  $3,000  instead  of  $2,500  as 


proposed  by  the  House  and  $5,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  conferees,  acreage  reserve  contracts  in  1958  should  be 
limited  to  crops  which  would  normally  be  planted  on  or  before  July  1,  1958,  and 
all  payments  should  be  made  on  or  before  September  15,  1958.  All  contracts 
should  require  the  participant  farmer  to  cooperate  in  an  effort  to  reduce  his 
total  production  of  the  commodity  or  competitive  commodity  in  the  amount  of 
the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  rented  to  the  Government. 

The  Secretary  is  urged  to  reexamine  the  formula  used  to  establish  compensation 
rates  paid  to  producers  as  provided  by  section  105  (a)  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  to 
make  certain  that  producer  payments  do  not  exceed  fair  and  reasonable  rates.  The 
Secretary  should  provide  State  and  county  committees  with  clear-cut  guides  for 
setting  local  rates  and  should  make  certain  that  such  rates  are  established  in 
line  with  the  intent  of  the  act. 


COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 


Amendment  No.  25 --Limitation  on  administrative  expenses:  Provides  $35,398,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $34,398,000  as  proposed  by  the  House.  It 
is  agreed  by  the  conference  committee  that  the  additional  $1,000,000  should  be 
placed  in  reserve  to  be  used  under  the  same  conditions  as  the  7-percent  reserve  H 
already  provided  by  the  bill. 
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85th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  J  Report 
1st  Session  \  (  No.  682 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  FARM  CREDIT 
ADMINISTRATION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1958 


July  5,  1957. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Whitten,  from  the  Committee  of  Conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  7441] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  7441) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and 
for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses 
as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amendment  numbered  10. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  numbered  3,  4,  14,  15,  17,  18,  19,  20,  23,  and  25,  and  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 

as  follows:  _ 

In  lieu  of  the  figure  stricken  out  and  inserted  by  said  amendment 
insert  J;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  la: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  la,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $57 ,794,890  ] 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  2 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows : 
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In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  out  and  inserted  by  said  amendment 
insert  Provided,  That  the  limitations  contained  herein  shall  not  apply 
to  $1,955,000  for  the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings, 
and  acquisition  of  necessary  land  therefor  by  donation  or  exchange,  or 
at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for  each  facility ;  and  the  Senate  agree  to 
the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  5: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $29,853,708  ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  6: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  6,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 30,353,708 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  7: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  7,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $49,220,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  8: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  8,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 50,715,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  9: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  9,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 14,116,700 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1 1 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  11,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 4,002,300 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  13: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  13,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 2,660,660 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  16: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  16,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  of  “$73,545,000”  named  in  said  amendment  insert 
$ 72,545,000 ;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  21: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  21,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  of  “$1,500”  named  in  said  amendment  insert 
$ 2,500 ;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  22 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  22,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  of  “$350,000,000”  named  in  said  amendment 
insert  $ 325,000,000 ;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in  disagreement  amendments 
numbered  12  and  24. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

Fred  Marshall  (except 
as  to  amendment  No.  24), 
William  H.  Natcher, 

Clarence  Cannon, 

H.  Carl  Andersen, 

Walt  Horan, 

C.  W.  Vursell, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Richard  B.  Russell, 

Carl  Hayden, 

Lister  Hill, 

A.  Willis  Robertson, 

By  R.  B.  R. 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

Henry  Dworshak, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  7441)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following  statement 
in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  and  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  accompanying  conference  report  as  to  each  of  such 
amendments,  namely: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

Amendment  No.  1 — Salaries  avd  expenses:  Limits  building  altera¬ 
tions  to  4  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  building  instead  of  3  percent  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  5  percent  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  la — Research:  Appropriates  $57,794,890  instead  of 
$48,994,890  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $58,794,890  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate.  The  amount  agreed  to  provides  an  additional  $1,000,- 
000  for  utilization  research  over  the  House  bill. 

Amendment  No.  2 — Research:  Provides  language  for  construction, 
alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  acquisition  of  necessary  lands 
therefor. 

The  laboratory  in  Mississippi  is  for  work  in  the  general  field  of 
hydraulic  engineering  with  special  emphasis  on  the  entrainment,  trans¬ 
portation  and  disposition  of  sediment  and  shall  be  on  the  scale  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  House  and  shall  be  located  as  heretofore  requested  and 
justified  before  the  Appropriations  Committees  of  the  House  and 
Senate  bv  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  serve  the  needs  of  the 
Little  Tallahatchie  and  Yazoo  Watersheds  as  well  as  the  general  re¬ 
search  needs  of  the  watershed-treatment  and  flood-prevention  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service. 

The  conferees  understand  that  such  laboratory  will  be  operated  in 
cooperation  with  the  University  of  Mississippi  and  Mississippi  State 
College,  in  line  with  the  general  intent  of  the  cooperative  agreement 
entered  into  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  the  University  of 
Mississippi,  and  Mississippi  State  College,  which  became  effective 
August  1,  1956,  for  the  operation  of  the  present  research  project  in 
this  field. 

The  conferees  agree  that  the  laboratory  designated  for  the  Midwest 
in  the  Senate  report  should  be  constructed  on  the  scale  approved  by 
the  House  and  should  be  located  in  the  Barnes-Aasted  area  of  the 
North  Central  States  as  indicated  in  the  House  report  and  as  sup¬ 
ported  by  testimony  of  Department  officials  in  subcommittee  hearings 
held  on  September  24,  1956. 

Amendment  No.  3. — Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control: 
Appropriates  $26,082,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
$25,682,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 
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Amendment  No.  4 — Meat  inspection:  Appropriates  $16,826,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $16,586,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House.  The  conferees  direct  that  the  additional  funds  agreed  to  be 
used  to  provide  additional  inspectors  for  new  meat-packing  plants. 

Amendments  Nos.  5  and  6 — State  experiment  stations:  Appropriate 
$30,353,708  instead  of  $29,503,708  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$30,503,708  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Extension  Service 

Amendments  Nos.  7  and  8 — Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska, 
and  Puerto  Rico:  Appropriate  $50,715,000  instead  of  $49,101,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $50,865,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
The  additional  funds  agreed  to  above  the  House  figure  should  be 
used  to  expand  the  work  of  the  regular  extension  agents.  Not  to 
exceed  $250,000  of  the  increase  should  be  used  for  the  rural  develop¬ 
ment  program  primarily  in  States  which  have  not  had  such  a  program 
heretofore. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

Amendment  No.  9 — Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates: 
Appropriates  $14,116,700  instead  of  $14,041,700  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $14,141,700  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  conference 
committee  directs  that  the  additional  work  relative  to  the  weather 
crop  reports  and  estimates  of  poultry  laying  flocks  and  egg  production 
be  performed  within  the  funds  approved. 

Amendment  No.  10 — Marketing  services:  Appropriates  $14,274,900 
as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $14,324,900  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  The  conferees  are  agreed  that  since  the  livestock  market  at 
Sioux  Falls,  S.  Dak.,  has  recently  been  placed  in  category  I,  it  deserves 
treatment  similar  to  other  markets  in  this  category. 

The  conference  committee  has  agreed  that  the  reference  in  the 
Senate  committee  report  was  not  intended  to  preclude  research  on 
truck  transportation  but  was  intended  to  emphasize  that  care  be 
exercised  in  the  Department  to  make  sure  that  research  publications 
are  impartial  in  dealing  with  the  various  methods  of  transportation, 
and  to  emphasize  the  need  for  a  careful  review  of  research  projects 
undertaken  as  to  essentiality  and  as  to  benefits  to  be  derived  there¬ 
from  by  agricultural  producers. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

Amendment  No.  11:  Appropriates  $4,002,300  instead  of  $3,902,300 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $4,052,300  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
The  conferees  expect  that  the  home-leave-travel  needs  of  this  Service 
will  be  met  within  the  total  funds  approved. 

Amendment  No.  12:  Reported  in  disagreement. 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

Amendment  No.  13:  Appropriates  $2,660,660  instead  of  $2,640,660 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $2,664,060  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
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Soil  and  Water  Conservation 

Amendment  No.  14:  Strikes  House  language  establishing  a  com¬ 
bined  appropriation  for  all  soil  and  water  conservation  programs  of 
the  Department.  Individual  appropriations  for  all  items  involved 
are  provided  by  amendments  Nos.  15  through  22,  which  follow.  The 
conferees  are  of  the  opinion  that  there  are  benefits  to  be  derived  from 
the  consolidation  of  some  or  all  of  these  appropriations,  but  feel  that 
further  consideration  should  be  given  to  such  a  change.  Accordingly, 
the  Secretary  is  requested  to  study  the  matter  and  be  prepared  to 
discuss  his  findings  with  the  House  and  Senate  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittees  during  consideration  of  the  1959  budget. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

Amendment  No.  15:  Inserts  heading. 

Amendment  No.  16 — Conservation  operations:  Appropriates  $72,- 
545,000  instead  of  $73,545,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 1 
increase  included  in  this  amount  is  provided  to  furnish  technical 
assistance  to  new  soil  conservation  districts  to  be  organized  during 
the  next  year. 

Amendment  No.  17 — Watershed  protection:  Appropriates  $25,500,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  18 — Flood  prevention:  Appropriates  $13,220,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  19 — Water  conservation  and  utilization  projects: 
Appropriates  $350,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Great  Plains  Program 

Amendment  No.  20:  Appropriates  $10,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Agricultural  Conservation  Program 

Amendment  No.  21:  Appropriates  $212,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate,  and  limits  amount  to  be  received  by  any  one  participant  to 
$2,500  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $1,500  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  It  is  agreed  by  the  conference  committee  that  the  change  in 
this  limitation  should  not  affect  present  or  future  allocations  under 
the  basic  formula  governing  the  distribution  of  funds  to  States  under 
this  appropriation. 

The  amount  appropriated,  together  with  the  balance  of  $38,000,000 
available  from  the  1955  program,  will  provide  the  full  $250,000,000 
authorized  for  the  1957  program. 

The  conferees  believe  that  the  conservation  reserve  program  should 
not  be  used  to  curtail  existing  programs,  particularly  the  agricultural 
conservation  program.  It  is  understood  from  the  Department’s  jus¬ 
tifications  and  testimony  that  the  1958  agricultural  conservation 
program  will  be  continued  on  the  same  basis  as  the  1957  program. 
In  agreeing  to  the  funds  for  this  purpose  in  the  accompanying  bill,  the 
conferees  direct  that  no  changes  will  be  made  in  the  1958  agricultural 
conservation  program  to  restrict  eligibility  requirements  or  delete 
cost-sharing  practices  included  in  the  1957  program.  Floods  and 
drought  conditions  in  much  of  the  Nation  make  it  imperative  that 
all  1957  program  practices  be  continued  in  1958. 
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It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  1957  conservation  reserve  program  is 
participated  in  by  only  81,130  people  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $133,- 
000,000,  whereas  the  1957  agricultural  conservation  program  is 
participated  in  by  1,275,000  farmers  at  an  estimated  Federal  cost  of 
about  $250,000,000. 

The  conferees  recommend  that  the  Department  revise  its  method  of 
securing  recommendations  for  practices  covered  by  the  proposed 
advance  authorization  for  the  1959  agricultural  conservation  program 
by  securing  recommendations  for  cost-sharing  practices  from  county 
and  State  committees  at  the  time  the  1958  program  is  formulated. 
This  should  result  in  economy  of  program  administration,  more  timely 
recommendations  for  formulation  of  a  national  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  program  for  1959,  and  should  enable  the  Department  to  present 
any  changes  proposed  in  the  1959  program  to  the  Congress  during 
appropriation  hearings  next  year. 

Soil  Bank  Programs 

Amendment  No.  22 — Conservation  reserve  program:  Appropriates 
$162,940,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and  authorizes  $325,000,000 
for  future  programs  instead  of  $250,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $350,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  conferees  are  of  the 
opinion  that,  in  determining  individual  payments,  the  Secretary  should 
give  careful  consideration  to  the  value  of  the  land  and  the  normal 
rental  value  as  required  by  the  Soil  Bank  Act. 

Amendment  No.  23:  Changes  heading. 

Amendment  No.  24 — Acreage  reserve  program:  Reported  in  dis¬ 
agreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  intend  to  offer  a 
motion  to  recede  and  concur  with  an  amendment  limiting  payments 
to  any  one  producer  to  $3,000  instead  of  $2,500  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $5,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  conferees,  acreage  reserve  contracts  in  1958 
should  be  limited  to  crops  which  would  normally  be  planted  on  or 
before  July  1,  1958,  and  all  payments  should  be  made  on  or  before 
September  15,  1958.  All  contracts  should  require  the  participant 
farmer  to  cooperate  in  an  effort  to  reduce  his  total  production  of  the 
commodity  or  competitive  commodity  in  the  amount  of  the  normal 
production  of  the  acreage  rented  to  the  Government. 

The  Secretary  is  urged  to  reexamine  the  formula  used  to  establish 
compensation  rates  paid  to  producers  as  provided  by  section  105  (a) 
of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  to  make  certain  that  producer  payments  do  not 
exceed  fair  and  reasonable  rates.  The  Secretary  should  provide  State 
and  county  committees  with  clear-cut  guides  for  setting  local  rates 
and  should  make  certain  that  such  rates  are  established  in  line  with 
the  intent  of  the  act. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

Amendment  No.  25 — Limitation  on  administrative  expenses:  Pro¬ 
vides  $35,398,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $34,398,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House.  It  is  agreed  by  the  conference  committee 
that  the  additional  $1,000,000  should  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  used 
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under  the  same  conditions  as  the  7  percent  reserve  already  provided 
by  the  bill. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

Fred  Marshall  (except 
as  to  amendment  No.  24), 
William  H.  Natcher, 

Clarence  Cannon, 

H.  Carl  Andersen, 

Walt  Horan, 

C.  W.  Vursell, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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DESIGNATION  OF  ACTING  PRESI¬ 
DENT  PRO  TEMPORE 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  follow¬ 
ing  letter : 

United  States  Senate, 

President  pro  tempore, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  July  5, 1957. 
To  the  Senate: 

Being  temporarily  absent  from  the  Senate, 
I  appoint  Hon.  Mike  Mansfield,  a  Senator 
from  the  State  of  Montana,  to  perform  the 
duties  of  the  Chair  during  my  absence, 
v  Carl  Hayden, 

\  President  pro  tempore. 


Vol.  103 


WASHINGTON,  FRIDAY,  JULY  5,  1957 


No.  117 


Mr.  MANSFIELD  thereupon  took  the 
chair'as  Acting  President  pro  tempore.  , 
The  ^ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Pursuant  to  the  order  of  Tuesday 
last,  the  Semite  will  stand  adjourned  un¬ 
til  noon  on  Monday.  / 

Thereupon  >at  12  o’clock  apd  12  sec¬ 
onds  p.  m.)  the\Senate  adjxfurned,  the 
adjournment  beinNunder>he  order  pre¬ 
viously  entered,  to  Monday,  July  8,  1957, 
at  12  o’clock  meridians. 


9821 


House  of  Representatives 


The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp, 

D.  D.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Almighty  God,  we  rejoice  that  Thou 
art  always  seeking  to  draw  us  within 
the  compass  and  circuit  of  Thy  divine 
love.  \ 

May  the  assurance  of  Thy  gracious 
providence  and  the  memory  of  Thy  good¬ 
ness  follow  all  the  hours  of  this  new  day. 

Grant  that  our  beloved  country,  con¬ 
ceived  in  sacrifice  and  dedicated  to 
liberty,  may  be  faithful  in  its  glorious 
mission  of  safeguarding  the  principles  of 
democracy. 

Inspire  us  with  a  faith  that  is  strong 
and  steadfast  as  we  strive  to  preserve 
and  perpetuate  those  freedoms  and  hU- 
man  rights  which  our  forefathers  fought  East  Bench  unit  of  the  Missouri  River  Basin 

project: 

1383.  An  act  amending  section  410  of 
theSlnterstate  Commerce  Act,  to  change  the 
requirements  for  obtaining  a  freight  for¬ 
warder  permit;  / 

S.  1461.  An  act  to  amend  section  212  /(a) 
of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  as  amended; 

S.  1489.  An  act  to  amend  title  14,  United 
States  Code,  '■entitled  “Coast  Guard,”  with 
respect  to  warrant  officers’  rank.bn  retire 
ment,  and  for  other  purposes 

S.  1520.  An  act  k>  amend  an  act  entitled 
“An  act  to  provide  for  the  disposal  of  fed¬ 
erally  owned  property  at  obsolescent  canal¬ 
ized  waterways  and  for  other  purposes”; 

S.  1971.  An  act  to  amdnd  sections  4  (a) 
and  7  (a)  of  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation 
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effective  distribution  of  Federal  funds 
for  medical  and  other  remedial  care. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  bills  and  a  concurrent 
resolution  of  the  following  titles,  in  which 
the  concurrence  of  the  House  is  re¬ 
quested: 

S.  943.  An  act  to  amend  section  218  (a) 
of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  as  amended, 
to  require  contract  carriers  by  motor  vehicle 
to  file  with  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com¬ 
mission  their  actual  rates  or  charges  for 
transportation  service; 

S.  944.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  of  August 
30,  1954,  entitled  “An  act  to  authorize  and 
direct  the  construction  of  bridges  over  the 
Potomac  River,  and  for  other  purposes”; 

S.  977.  An  act  to  suspend  and  modify  the 
application  of  the  excess  land  provisions  of 
the  Federal  reclamation  laws  to  lands  in  the 


SAN  ANGELO  FEDERAL  RE< 

TION  PROJECT— MINORITY 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the.  gentleman 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Rhodes]  be  permitted 
to  submit  minority  views  on  the  bill 
(H.  R.  2147)  to  provide  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of 
the  San  Angelo  Federal  reclamation 
project,  Texas,  and' for  other  purposes, 
to  be  printed  as  p&rt  2  of  House  Report 
No.  664. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection? 
There  wa^no  objection.  _ 


so  bravely  to  win. 

Hear  us  in  the  name  of  the  Prince  of 
Peace.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings 


Tuesday,  July 
approved. 


2,  1957,  was  read 


of 

and 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 


A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 

Carrell,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed  without 

amendment  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the  fol-  Aci’0„„  .  .  .  ...  ,  .  . 

■,  .  ....  S.  2250.  An  act  to  amend  th^  act  of  Au- 

iowmg  uue.  gust  5,  1955,  authorizing  the  construction  of 

H.  R.  6191.  An  act  to  amend  title  II  of  the  two  surveying  ships  for  the  Coast;1 '..and  Geo- 
Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  to  extend  cl e tic  Survey, /Department  of  Commerce,  and 
the  period  during  which  an  application  for  a  f0T  Gther  purposes; 

disability  determination  is  granted  full  ret-  S.  2261.  .An  act  to  amend  and  extend,  the 
roactivity,  and  for  other  purposes.  Public  Buildings  Purchase  Contract  Act  , of 

The  message  also  announced  that  the  195*’  ^  amended,  and  the  Post  Office  p< 
Senate  had  passed,  with  amendments  in  SL»£n*SriS? 

which  the  concurrence  of  the  House  is  proval  of  new  public  building  projects,  and 
requested,  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the  fol-  y0r  other  purposes; 

lowing  title :  S.  2448.  An  act  to  authorize  payment  to 

H.  R.  7665.  An  act  making  appropriations'  the  Government  of  Denmark;  and 

S.  Con.  Res.  39.  Concurrent  resolution  pro- 


for  the  Department  of  Defense  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  upon  its  amendments  to 
the  foregoing  bill,  requests  a  conference 
with  the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints 
Mr.  Chavez,  Mr.  HaydeN,  Mr.  Russell, 
Mr.  Hill,  Mr.  Byrd,  Mr.  Saltonstall, 
Mr.  Bridges,  and  Mr.  Young  to  be  the 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
7238)  entitled  “An  act  to  amend  the  pub¬ 
lic  assistance  provisions  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  so  as  to  provide  for  a  more 


viding  for  the  printing  as  a  Senate  document 
and  for  additional  copies  of  the  report  of 
the  Commission  on  Government  Security. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  amendments  of  the 
House  to  bills  of  the  Senate  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  titles: 

S.  609.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  of  June  24, 
1936,  as  amended  (relating  to  the  collection 
and  publication  of  peanut  statistics) ,  to 
delete  the  requirement  for  reports  from  per¬ 
sons  owning  or  operating  peanut-picking 
or  threshing  machines,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

S.  749.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Loutfie 
Kalil  Noma  (also  known  as  Loutfie  Slemon 
Noma  or  Loutfie  Noama) ;  and 

S.  1054.  An  act  to  extend  the  times  for 
commencing  and  completing  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  toll  bridge  across  the  Rainy  River 
at  or  near  Baudette,  Minn. 


< 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATION  BILL— CON¬ 
FERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  WHITTEN  submitted  the  follow¬ 
ing  conference  report  and  statement  on 
the  bill  (H.  R.  7441)  making  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for 
other  purposes: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  682) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
7441)  making  appropriations  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit 
Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes,  having 
met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to 
their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ment  numbered  10. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
numbered  3,  4,  14,  15,  17,  18,  19,  20,  23,  and 
25,  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree  to 
the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  figure  stricken  out  and  in¬ 
serted  by  said  amendment  insert  “4”;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  la :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  la,  and  agree  to 
the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  "$57,794,890”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  2:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  out  and  in¬ 
serted  by  said  amendment  insert:  ‘‘Provided, 
That  the  limitations  contained  herein  shall 
not  apply  to  $1,955,000  for  the  construction, 
alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings,  and  ac¬ 
quisition  of  necessary  land  therefor  by  dona¬ 
tion  or  exchange,  or  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed . 
$5,000  for  each  facility*’;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  5:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  ‘‘$29,853,708”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  6:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  6,  and  agree  to 
the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  ‘‘$30,353,708”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  7:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  7,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  ‘‘$49,220,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  8:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  8,  and  agree  to 
the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  ‘‘$50,715,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  9:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  9,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  Of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  ‘‘$14,116,700”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  11:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  11,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$4,002,300”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  13 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  13,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$2,660,660”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  16:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  16,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  of  "$73,545,000”  named  in 
said  amendment  insert  “$72,545,000”;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  21:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  21,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  of  “$1,500”  named  in  said 
amendment  insert  “$2,500”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  22 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  22,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  of  "$350,000,000”  named 
in  said  amendment  insert  “$325,000,000”;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in 
disagreement  amendments  numbered  12 
and  24. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

Fred  Marshall 

(except  as  to  amend¬ 
ment  24) , 

William  H.  Natcher, 
Clarence  Cannon, 

H.  Carl  Andersen, 

Walt  Horan, 

C.  W.  Vtjrsell, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Richard  B.  Russell, 

Carl  Hayden, 

Lister  Hill, 

A.  Willis  Robertson, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

Henry  C.  Dworshak, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  7441)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for 
other  purposes,  submit  the  following  state¬ 
ment  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the 
action  agreed  upon  and  recommended  in  the 
accompanying  conference  report  as  to  each 
of  such  amendments,  namely: 

department  of  agriculture 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

Amendment  No.  1 — Salaries  and  expenses: 
Limits  building  alterations  to  four  per- 
centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  instead 
of  three  percentum  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  five  percentum  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

^.Amendment  No.  la- — Research :  Appro-, 
priates  $57,794,890,  instead  of  $48,994,890  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $58,794,890  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  amount  agreed 
to  provides  an  additional  $1,000,000  for  uti¬ 
lization  research  over  the  House  bill. 

Amendment  No.  2 — Research:  Provides 
language  for  construction,  alteration,  and 
repair  of  buildings  and  acquisition  of  neces¬ 
sary  lands  therefor. 

The  laboratory  in  Mississippi  is  for  work 
in  the  general  field  of  hydraulic  engineering 
with  special  emphasis  on  the  entrainment, 
transportation,  and  disposition  of  sediment, 
shall  be  on  the  scale  approved  by  the  House, 
and  shall  be  located  as  heretofore  requested 
and  justified  before  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittees  of  the  House  and  Senate  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  to  serve  the  needs 
of  the  Little  Tallahatchie  and  Yazoo  Water¬ 
sheds,  as  well  as  the  general  research  needs 
of  the  watershed  treatment  and  flood-pre¬ 
vention  programs  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service. 

The  conferees  understand  that  such  lab¬ 
oratory  will  be  operated  in  cooperation  with 
the  University  of  Mississippi  and  Mississippi 
State  College,  in  line  with  the  general  intent 
of  the  cooperative  agreement  entered  into 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Mississippi,  and  Mississippi  State 
College,  which  became  effective  August  1, 
1936,  for  the  operation  of  the  present  research 
project  in  this  field. 

The  Conferees  agree  that  the  laboratory 
designated  for  the  Midwest  in  the  Senate 
report  should  be  constructed  on  the  scale 
approved  by  the  House  and  should  be  lo¬ 
cated  in  the  Barnes-Aasted  area  of  the  North 
Central  States  as  indicated  in  the  House  re¬ 
port  and  as  supported  by  testimony  of  De¬ 
partment  officials  in  subcommittee  hearings 
held  on  September  24,  1956. 

Amendment  No.  3 — Plant  and  animal. dis¬ 
ease  and  pest  control:  Appropriates  $26,- 
082,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
$25,682,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  4— Meat  inspection:  Ap¬ 
propriates  $16,826,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $16,586,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House.  The  conferees  direct  that  the 
additional  funds  agreed  to  be  used  to  pro¬ 
vide  additional  inspectors  for  new  meatpack¬ 
ing  plants. 

Amendments  Nos.  5  and  6 — State  experi¬ 
ment  stations:  Appropriate  $30,353,708  in¬ 
stead  of  $29,503,708  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $30,503,708  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Extension  Service 

Amendments  Nos.  7  and  8 — Payments  to 
States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico:  Ap¬ 
propriate  $50,715,000  instead  of  $49,101,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $50,865,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  additional 
funds  agreed  to  above  the  House  figure 
should  be  used  to  expand  the  work  of  the 
regular  extension  agents.  Not  to  exceed 
$250,000  of  the  increase  should  be  used  for 
the  rural  development  program  primarily  in 


States  which  have  not  had  such  a  program 
heretofore. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

Amendment  No.  9 — Marketing  research  and 
agricultural  estimates:  Appropriates  $14,116,- 
700  instead  of  $14,041,700  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $14,141,700  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  The  conference  committee  directs 
that  the  additional  work  relative  to  the 
weather  crop  reports  and  estimates  of  poul¬ 
try  laying  flocks  and  egg  production  be  per¬ 
formed  within  the  funds  approved. 

Amendment  No.  10 — Marketing  services: 
Appropriates  $14,274,900  as  proposed  by  the 
House  instead  of  $14,324,900  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate.  The  conferees  are  agreed  that, 
since  the  livestock  market  at  Sioux  Falls, 
S.  Dak.,  has  recently  been  placed  in  category 
I,  it  deserves  treatment  similar  to  other  mar¬ 
kets  in  this  category. 

The  conference  committee  has  agreed  that 
-the  reference  in  the  Senate  committee  report 
'was  not  intended  to  preclude  research  on 
truck  transportation,  but  was  intended  to 
.emphasize  that  care  be  exercised  in  the  De¬ 
partment  to  make  sure  that  research  publica¬ 
tions  are  impartial  in  dealing  with  the  various 
methods  of  transportation,  and  to  emphasize 
'the  need  for  a  careful  review  of  research 
.projects  undertaken  as  to  essentiality  and  as 
■to  benefits  to  be  derived  therefrom  by  agri- 
cultural  producers. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
\  Amendment  No.  11 — Appropriates  $4,002,- 
.300  instead  of  $3,902,300  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $4,052,300  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  Tie  conferees  expect  that  the  home- 
leave  travel  needs  of  this  Service  will  be  met 
within  the  total  funds  approved. 

Amendment  No.  12 — Reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

Amendment  No.  13 — Appropriates  $2,660,- 
660  instead  of  $2,640,660  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $2,664,060  as  proposed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

Soil  and  water  conservation 

Amendment  No.  14 — Strikes  House  langu¬ 
age  establishing  a  combined  appropriation 
for  all  soil  and  water  conservation  programs 
of  the  Department.  Individual  appropria¬ 
tions  for  all  items  involved  are  provided  by 
amendments  Nos.  15  through  22  which  fol¬ 
low.  The  conferees  are  of  the  opinion  that 
there  are  benefits  to  be  derived  from  the 
consolidation  of  some  or  all  of  these  appro¬ 
priations,  but  feel  that  further  consideration 
should  be  given  to  such  a  change.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  Secretary  is  requested  to  study  the 
matter  and  be  prepared  to  discuss  his  findings 
with  the  House  and  Senate  Appropriations 
Committees  during  consideration  of  the  1959 
budget. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

Amendment  No.  15 — Inserts  heading. 

Amendment  No.  16— Conservation  opera¬ 
tions:  Appropriates  $72,545,000  instead  of 
$73,545,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
increase  included  in  this  amount  is  provided 
to  furnish  technical  assistance  to  new  soil 
conservation  districts  to  be  organized  during 
the  next  year. 

Amendment  No.  17 — Watershed  protec¬ 
tion:  Appropriates  $25,500,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  18 — Flood  prevention: 
Appropriates  $13,220,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  19 — Water  conservation 
and  utilization  projects:  Appropriates  $350,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Great  Plains  program 

Amendment  No.  20 — Appropriates  $10,000,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Agricultural  conservation  program 

Amendment  No.  21 — Appropriates  $212,- 
000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and  lim¬ 
its  amount  to  be  received  by  any  one  par- 
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ticipant  to  $2,500  as  proposed  by  the  House 
instead  of  $1,500  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
It  is  agreed  by  the  conference  committee 
that  the  change  in  this  limitation  should 
not  affect  present  or  future  allocations  under 
the  basic  formula  governing  the  distribution 
of  funds  to  States  under  this  appropriation. 

The  amount  appropriated,  together  with 
the  balance  of  $38,000,000  available  from  the 
1955  program,  will  provide  the  full  $250,000,- 
000  authorized  for  the  1957  program. 

The  conferees  believe  that  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  program  should  not  be  used  to 
curtail  existing  programs,  particularly  the 
agricultural  conservation  program.  It  is 
understood  from  the  Department’s  justiflca- 
no  changes  will  be  made  in  the  1958  agricul¬ 
tural  Conservation  Program  will  be  continued 
on  the  same  basis  as  the  1957  program.  In 
agreeing  to  the  funds  for  this  purpose  in  the 
accompanying  bill,  the  conferees  direct  that 
no  changes  will  be  made  in  the  1958  Agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program  to  restrict  eligi¬ 
bility  requirements  or  delete  cost-sharing 
practices  included  in  the  1957  program. 
Floods  and  drought  conditions  in  much  of 
the  Nation  make  it  imperative  that  all  1957 
program  practices  be  continued  in  1958. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  1957  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  program  is  participated  in  by 
only  81,130  people  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$133,000,000,  whereas  the  1957  agricultural 
conservation  program  is  participated  in  by 
1,275,000  farmers  at  an  estimated  Federal 
cost  of  about  $250,000,000. 

The  conferees  recommend  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  revise  its  method  of  securing  recom¬ 
mendations  for  practices  covered  by  the  pro¬ 
posed  advance  authorization  for  the  1959 
agricultural  conservation  program  by  secur¬ 
ing  recommendations  for  cost-sharing  prac¬ 
tices  from  county  and  State  committees  at 
the  time  the  1958  program  is  formulated. 
This  should  result  in  economy  of  program 
administration,  more  timely  recommenda¬ 
tions  for  formulation  of  a  national  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program  for  1959,  and 
should  enable  the  Department  to  present  any 
changes  proposed  in  the  1959  program  to  the 
Congress  during  appropriation  hearings  next 
year. 

Soil-bank  programs 

Amendment  No.  22 — Conservation  reserve 
program:  Appropriates  $162,940,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  and  authorizes  $325,000,- 
000  for  future  programs  instead  of  $250,000,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $350,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  conferees 
are  of  the  opinion  that,  in  determining  in¬ 
dividual  payments,  the  Secretary  should  give 
careful  consideration  to  the  value  of  the  land 
and  the  normal  rental  value  as  required  by 
the  Soil  Bank  Act. 

Amendment  No.  23 — Changes  heading. 

Amendment  No.  24— Acreage  reserve  pro¬ 
gram  :  Reported  in  disagreement.  The  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  intend  to 
offer  a  motion  to  recede  and  concur  with  an 
amendment  limiting  payments  to  any  one 
producer  to  $3,000  instead  of  $2,500  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House  and  $5,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  conferees,  acreage 
reserve  contracts  in  1958  should  be  limited 
to  crops  which  would  normally  be  planted 
on  or  before  July  1,  1958,  and  all  payments 
should  be  made  on  or  before  September  15, 
1958.  All  contracts  should  require  the  par¬ 
ticipant  farmer  to  cooperate  in  an  effort  to 
reduce  his  total  production  of  the  commodity 
or  competitive  commodity  in  the  amount  of 
the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  rented 
to  the  Government. 

The  Secretary  is  urged  to  reexamine  the 
formula  used  to  establish  compensation  rates 
paid  to  producers  as  provided  by  section  105 
(a)  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  to  make  certain 
that  producer  payments  do  not  exceed  fair 
and  reasonable  rates.  The  Secretary  should 
provide  State  and  county  committees  with 
clear-cut  guides  for  setting  local  rates  and 


should  make  certain  that  such  rates  are 
established  in  line  with  the  intent  of  the  act. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
Amendment  No.  25 — Limitation  on  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses:  Provides  $35,398,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $34,398,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  House.  It  is  agreed 
by  the  conference  committee  that  the  addi¬ 
tional  $1,000,000  should  be  placed  in  reserve 
to  be  used  under  the  same  conditions  as  the 
7-percent  reserve  already  provided  by  the  bill. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

Fred  Marshall 
(except  as  to 
amendment  24) , 

William  H.  Natcher, 
Clarence  Cannon, 

H.  Carl  Andersen, 

Walt  Horan, 

C.  W.  Vursell, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


EXTENDING  AGRICULTURAL  TRADE 
5EVELOPMENT  AND  ASSISTANCE 
tCT  OP  1954 

MkGATHINGS  submitted  the  follow¬ 
ing  conference  report  and  statement  on 
the  bill -(S.  1314)  to  extend  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 
Act  of  1954,  and  for  other  purposes: 

ConferencEvReport  (H.  Rept.  No.  683) 
The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  oK  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  itouse  to  the  bill  (S.  1314) 
to  extend  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance\Act  of  1954,  and  for 
other  purposes,  having\met,  after  full  and 
free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend 
and  do  recommend  to  theirvfespective  Houses 
as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  House  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  Jto 
be  inserted  by  the  House  amendinent  in¬ 
sert  the  following:  “That  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Aft  of 
1954,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  folloy 
"(1)  Sections  109  and  204  of  such  Act  Sue 
amended  by  striking  out  ‘1957’  and/ substV 
tuting  in  lieu  thereof  T958.' 

“(2)  Section  103  (b)  of  such  Act  is 

amended  by  striking  out  ‘$3,000,o6o,000‘  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘$4, GOO1, 000, 000.’ 

“(3)  Section  203  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  ‘$500,000,000’ /and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  ‘$800,000,000.’ ‘ 

“(4)  Section  104  (e)  of  such  Act  is  amend¬ 
ed  by  striking  out  the  semicolon  at  the  end 
thereof  and  adding  a  comma  and  the  follow¬ 
ing:  ‘for  which  purposed  not  more  than  25 
per  centum  of  the  currencies  received  pursu¬ 
ant  to  each  such  agreement  shall  be  available 
through  and  under  /the  procedures  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Export/lmport  Bank  for  loans 
mutually  agreeable/  to  said  bank  and  the 
country  with  which  the  agreement  is  made 
to  United  States  business  firms  and  branches, 
subsidiaries,  or  Affiliates  of  such  firms  for 
business  development  and  trade  expansion 
in  such  countries  and  for  loans  to  domestic 
or  foreign  firms  for  the  establishment  of 
facilities  for  Aiding  in  the  utilization,  distri¬ 
bution,  or  otherwise  increasing  the  consump¬ 
tion  of,  an<i  markets  for,  United  States  agri¬ 
cultural  products:  Provided,  however.  That 
no  such  /oans  shall  be  made  for  the  manu¬ 
facture  of  any  products  to  be  exported  to  the 
United  States  in  competition  with  products 
produced  in  the  United  States  or  for  the 
manufacture  or  production  of  any  com¬ 
modity  to  be  marketed  in  competition  with 
United  States  agricultural  commodities  or 
tlje  products  thereof.  Foreign  currencies 
fay  be  accepted  in  repayment  of  such 
foans.’ 
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"(5)  Within  sixty  days  after  any  agreemer 
is  entered  into  for  the  use  of  any  foreign 
currencies,  a  full  report  thereon  shall 
made  to  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  United  States  and  tb  the 
Committees  on  Agriculture  and  App/opria- 
tions  thereof. 

“(6)  Section  304  of  such  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘Sec.  304.  (a)  The  President  Rhall  exer¬ 
cise  the  authority  contained  in  title  I  of  this 
Act  (1)  to  assist  friendly  natiofis  to  be  in¬ 
dependent  of  trade  with  the  Ui&on  of  Soviet 
Socialist  Republics  and  with  .(nations  domi¬ 
nated  or  controlled  by  the  Union  of  Soviet 
Socialist  Republics  and  ( 2 )  to  assure  that 
agricultural  commodities  spld  or  transferred 
thereunder  do  not  result  m  increased  avail¬ 
ability  of  those  or  like  qommodities  to  un¬ 
friendly  nations. 

“‘(b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  as  authorizing  transactions  under 
title  I  or  title  III  with  the  Union  of  Soviet 
Socialist  Republics  or  any  of  the  areas  domi¬ 
nated  or  controlled  Jby  the  Communist  regime 
in  China.’  ’’ 

And  the  HouseAgree  to  the  same. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

,.  Poage, 

Gathings, 
ugust  H.  Andresen, 
illiam  S.  Hill, 
agers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Olin  D.  Johnston, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 

James  O.  Eastland, 

Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

George  D.  Aiken, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Edward  J.  Thye, 

Bourke  D.  Hickenlooper, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  positions 
of  the  two  Houses  on  S.  1314,  to  extend  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1954,  and  for  other  purposes,  sub¬ 
mit  the  following  statement  in  explanation 
of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  by 
the  conferees  and  recommended  in  the  ac¬ 
companying  conference  report: 

The  action  of  the  House  was  on  the  bill 
H.  R.  6974  and  after  adoption  of  this  bill  in 
the  House  the  Senate  bill  was  amended  by 
striking  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
substituting  the  provisions  of  the  House  bill. 

As  passed  by  the  Senate,  S.  1314  contained 
four  provisions,  three  of  which  were  identical 
with  similar  provisions  in  the  House  amend¬ 
ment. 

\TTERS  IN  AGREEMENT 

The  threeV>rovisions  with  respect  to  which 
the  Senate  bill  and  the  House  amendment 
were  identical  are :  (1)  Extension  of  the 
termination  date  of  titles  I  and  II  of  the  act 
from  June  30,  1997,  to  June  30,  1958;  (2)  an 
increase  of  one  billion  dollars  in  authority  to 
dispose  of  surplus  commodities  under  title  I 
of  the  act;  and  (3)  aiAincrease  of  three  hun¬ 
dred  million  dollars  i\  the  allowable  dis¬ 
posals  for  famine  relief  and  other  assistance 
under  title  II  of  the  act\  With  respect  to 
these  three  provisions,  the  compromise  sub¬ 
stitute  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  and  re¬ 
ported  herewith  is  identical  \rtth  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  both  the  Senate  bill  arifi  the  House 
amendment. 

BARTER  WITH  SATELLITE  COUNTRIES 

The  fourth  provision  in  the  Senate  bill  was 
the  repeal  of  section  304  of  the  act  tyhich 
had  been  construed  to  prohibit  barter  trans¬ 
actions  with  the  so-called  satellite  cot 
tries.  The  House  bill  contained  no  su<3 
provision. 

With  respect  to  this  matter,  the  conference 
has  agreed  upon  a  compromise  position 
which  will  permit  barter  transactions  (but 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  agreed  to  conference  reports  on':  Agricultural  appropriation 
bill.  Extension  of  Public  Law  480.  House  passud  compulsory  poultry  inspection 
bill.  House  committees  reported  IiUmane  slaughter  bill,  and  mutual  security  autho¬ 
rization  bill.  Sen.  Mundt  urged  unrted  approach  to  solve  farm  problem. 
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AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1958.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on 
this  bill,  H.R.  7441.  (pp.  10002-08)  Agreed  to  the  Senate  amendment  providing 
that  provisions  of  the  act  of  August  1,  1956,  and  provisions  of  a  similar 
nature  in  appropriation  acts  of  the  State  Department  for  the  current  and  sub¬ 
sequent  fiscal  years  which  facilitate  the  work  of  the  Foreign  Service  shall  be 
applicable  to  funds  available  to  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service.  (pp.  10003- 
05)  Agreed  to  a  substitute  amendment  to  limit  payments  to  any  one  producer 
under  the  acreage  reserve  program  to  $3,000  with  respect  to  1958  crops.  (pp. 
10005-08)  See  Digest  117  for  other  items  of  interest. 


2.  FOREIGN  TRADE/  SURPLUS  DISPOSAL.  Agreed  to  the  conference  reporY  on  S.  1314,  to 
extend  the  ^Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  f$54  (Public 
Law  480)  for  one  year,  to  increase  the  authorization  under  Title  l\from  $3 
billion  , to  $4  billion,  and  to  authorize  $300  million  addition  under'Title  II 
for  famine  relief.  (p.  10052)  See  Digest  117  for  other  provisions  orj  the  bill 
agreed  to. 

r 

jTRY  INSPECTION.  Passed  93  to  23,  with  amendments  H.R.  6814,  to  provides,  for 
ie  compulsory  inspection  by  this  Department  of  poultry  and  poultry  product! 

(pp.  10008-52) 


7. 


ms 


Agreed  to  the  following  amendments: 

Rep.  Watts,  to  strike  out  Sec.  11,  on  injunction  proceedings,  which  vested/ 
in  the  U.S.  district  courts  jurisdiction  to  enforce  and  to  prevent 
violations  under  the  bill.  (p.  10047) 

By  Rep.  Watts,  to  make  mandatory,  rather  than  permissive,  certain  exemptic 
from  the  provisions  of  the  bill.  (p.  10047) 

By  Rep.  Watts,  to  exempt  from  the  provisions  of  the  bill  poultry  producers  who 
sellvpoultry  direct  to  restaurants,  hotels  and  boarding  houses  for  use 
in  their  own  dining  rooms  in  the  preparation  of  meals  for  sales  direct  to 
consumers.  (p.  10047) 

By  Rep.  Hoffm)m,  to  provide  that  the  bill  shall  not  be  construed/4s  invali¬ 
dating  any\provision  of  State  law  which  could  be  valid  in  the  absence  of 
the  bill,  unless  there  is  a  direct  and  positive  conf lict^be tween  an 
express  provision  of  the  bill  and  such  provision  of  State  laws  so  that 
the  two  cannot'be  reconciled  or  consistently  stand  together.  (p.  10050) 
Rejected,  27  to  56,  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Matthews,  Fla. ,  tfo  prohibit  Federal 

inspection  in  majbr  poultry  consuming  areas  unless/^pecifically  requested 
to  do  so  by  a  State\ agency  having  responsibility  for  poultry  inspection 
laws.  (pp.  10047-50)  /' 


4.  HUMANE  SLAUGHTER.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.R.  8303, 
to  provide  for  the  use  of  humane  methods  in  the  ^laughter  of  livestock  (H. 
Rept.  706).  p.  10059 


5.  MUTUAL  SECURITY.  The  Foreign  Affai\s  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S.  2130, 
the  mutual  security  authorization  bl^-l  for/1958  (H.  Rept.  776).  p.  10059 


6. 


PUBLIC  LANDS.  The  Interior  and  Insular'  .Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 
ment  H.R.  8054,  to  provide  for  the  leasing  of  oil  and  gas  deposits  in  lands 
beneath  inland  navigable  waters  in  Alaska\(H.  Rept.  774) .  p.  10059 

ill  t 


Received  from  Interior  a  proposed  bill'yto 
Act  to  "clarify  the  authority  of  the  Secretai 
federally  owned  land  utilized  inthe  furnishi 
and  Insular  Affairs  Committee,  p.  10059 


amend  the  Alaska  Public  Works 
of  the  Interior  to  convey 
of  public  works";  to  Interior 


SENATE 


( 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Mundt  urged  the  farm  organizationd\to  unite  in  an  approach 
towards  solving  the  farm  problem,  and  inserted  an  editorial,  "Farm  Meeting 
Step  in  Right  Direction."  pp.  9966-7  \ 

Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  a  policy  resolution  by  the  National  Catholic  Rural 
Life  Conference  urging  wiser  use  of  lands  chosen  for  non-agricultural  uses,  a 
study  of  the  food  distribution  system,  and  of  new  industrial\uses  for  farm 
products.  ppT  9^60-1 


8. 


FORESTS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  witl 
H.R.  7522,  to  extend  for  two  years  the  timber  removal  rights  of  tt 
Lumber  Co.  in  Shasta  National  Forest  (S.  Rept.  598).  p.  9962 


iut  amendment 
McCloud 


9.  SMALL  BUSINESS.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  reported  an  original^  bill, 
S.  2504,  to  extend  the  Small  Business  Administration  for  one  year  and  increase 
its  loan  authorization  an  additional  $75  million  (S.  Rept.  597).  Sen.  Crhrk 

2  cussed  the  bill.  pp.  9962,  D627 

Sen.  Carroll  inserted  a  newspaper  article,  "Small  Business  Study,"  on  the 
.ortance  of  credit  for  small  businesses,  p.  9997 
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greSe,  are  determined  to  obtain  the  in- 
f  or  mat  ion  as  to  what  has  happened  to 
the  45?/boys  who  are  not  accounted  for. 

Mr.  «nTOD.  Should  it  not  be  made 
clear,  foi\the  sake  of  the  relatives  of 
these  men,  That  we  do  not  charge  or  ex¬ 
pect  that  these  450  American  prisoners 
of  the  Communists,  or  any  substantial 
number  of  themVare  still  alive?  We  do 
know  that  at  onX  time  these  men  were 
in  the  hands  of  the  Communists  and 
alive.  We  have  seeW  pictures  of  some. 
The  Reds  themselves  broadcast  over  the 
radio  statements  allegedly  made  by  some. 
The  Communists  forwarded  letters  to  the 
families  of  some,  writtenVn  their  own 
handwriting.  Their  buddies  who  were 
released,  have  reported  them  alive  and 
well  in  Communist  prison  cami 

Now  the  Communists  claim  the\do  not 
know  anything  about  them.  They  will 
not  even  admit  they  ever  had  then}  as 
prisoners.  Any  decent  kind  of  govt 
ment  would  at  least  give  an  accountii 
of  the  men — what  happened  to  them’s 
whether  they  are  alive  or  dead,  and  the 
circumstances  surrounding  their  fate. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  That  is  true.  It  is 
clear  that  most-  if  not  all,  of  the  450  may 
be  dead.  But  I  believe  we  should  de¬ 
mand  an  accounting  as  to  how  they  died, 
where  they  died  and  where  they  are 
buried. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Especially  since  the  Com¬ 
munist  Chinese  are  wanting  to  be  ac¬ 
cepted  into  civilized  society  under  the 
pretense  of  being  law  abiding.  One  good 
way  to  show  it  would  be  at  least  to  start 
abiding  by  the  Geneva  Convention  on 
Prisoners  of  War.  The  world  waits  for 
one  humane  deed,  not  just  protestations, 
from  the  Communists. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  feel 
very  strongly  about  House  Resolution  292 
which  is  before  us  today,  and  I  am  confi¬ 
dent  that  it  will  receive  unanimous  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  membership  of  this  House. 

The  resolution  expresses  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  with  respect  to  the  450 
American  prisoners  of  war  taken  prisoner 
by  the  Communists  during  the  Korean 
conflict,  and  not  accounted  for,  or  re¬ 
leased,  to  date. 

The  effect  of  this  resolution  is  to  serve 
notice  on  the  Communists  that  their 
continued  flouting  of  the  elements  oi 
human  decency  and  conduct,  as 
their  violation  of  all  conventions  deal 
with  the  treatment  of  prisoners  oijwar, 
are  firmly  condemned  by  the  repre 
tives  of  the  American  people. 

The  resolution  goes  further  than  that. 
It  calls  upon  the  Executive  to  continue  to 
make  the  return  of,  or  a  satisfactory  ac-* 
counting  for,  these  450  men,  a  primary 
objective  of  the  foreig/f  policy  of  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  Speaker,  our  unanimous  approval 
of  this  resolution  is,fne  least  we  can  do — 
we  must  do — in  Justice  to  these  men. 
They  met  with  cruel  fate  in  the  service  of 
our  country,  wliile  upholding  the  princi¬ 
ples  in  whicly' we  believe  against  the  evil 
tide  of  Communist  barbarism.  They  fell 
into  the  hands  of  the  Communists  and, 
to  datejwe  do  not  know  how  many  of 
them  fne  rotting  in  Communist  prisons, 
and  h'ow  many  may  have  perished  at  the 
hapfls  of  their  captors. 

this  regard,  I  want  to  state  that, 
srsonally,  I  am  not  at  all  convinced 


that  our  executive  branch  has  pursued 
this  matter  with  the  vigor,  determina¬ 
tion,  and  energy  it  should  have  received. 
The  fate  of  these  men,  even  their  num¬ 
bers,  have  been  kept  quiet.  It  would 
almost  appear  as  if  the  administration 
was  more  anxious  to  keep  the  news  of 
Communist  foul  deeds  away  from  the 
world,  than  to  broadcast  the  fate  of 
these  men  as  a  somber  warning  to  the 
American  people  and  to  the  free  peoples 
everywhere. 

The  treatment  accorded  to  these 
American  prisoners  of  war  by  the  Chi¬ 
nese  Communists,  and  the  blunt  refusal 
of  the  Reds  to  account  for  these  men 
even  when  they  were  faced  with  evi¬ 
dence  showing  that  these  American  serv¬ 
icemen  were  in  their  hands,  shows  us 
what  kind  of  an  enemy  we  are  faced 
with. 

It  negates  the  Communist  pronounce¬ 
ments  about  peaceful  coexistence,  dis¬ 
armament,  and  alleged  good  will  and 
shows  that  we  are  dealing  with  an  evil 
^system — with  a  monstrous  machine 
hich  will  disregard  any  conventions, 
afiy  agreements,  almost  as  soon  as  they 
are'made. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  armistic 
agreement  entered  into  by  the  Cm 
munistN  we  have  the  right  to  demand 
an  accounting  for  the  missing  Ameri¬ 
can  servicemen  who  we  know  have  fallen 
into  Communist  hands  during/the  Ko¬ 
rean  conflict. 

We  want  a’h  accounting  for  these 
men,  and  their  mease.  This  must  be  a 
primary  objective  oiu/ioreign  policy. 
We  must  pursue  tin 
ness  to  the  parents 
their  wives  and  children 
has  known  no  bounds 
appearance. 

We  must  pursue  this  objective  in  fair¬ 
ness  to  ourselves.  We  haveSspent  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  in  fighting  Communism, 
in  building*  strong  forces  against  Com¬ 
munist  advance.  We  have  urgec/other 
nations;'  even  demanded  it  of  them^that 
they  /land  up  to  the  Red  menace  and 
figljc  it  with  us.  \ 

Ow  is  it,  then,  that  after  all  this  sac\ 
ice,  all  this  determined  effort,  we  can 
&it  still  and  talk  about  trade  with  the 
Reds,  coexistence,  and  disarmament, 
while  450  American  soldiers  have  disap¬ 
peared  behind  the  Red  Bamboo  Curtain 
and  have  not  been  accounted  for. 

I  do  not  mean  to  reflect  in  what  I  have 
said  the  efforts  of  the  man  who,  during 
the  last  2  years,  has  expended  tremen¬ 
dous  effort  and  exercised  commendable 
patience  in  negotiating  with  the  Commu¬ 
nists,  trying  among  other  things  to  ob¬ 
tain  an  accounting  for  those  450  men. 
Ambassador  U.  Alexis  Johnson  has,  I  be¬ 
lieve,  done  his  best.  The  fact  remains, 
however,  that  one  man  cannot  do  this  job 
alone.  He  must  be  vigorously  supported 
by  the  entire  administration,  armed  with 
the  moral  indignation  of  the  American 
people  expressed  by  their  Representa¬ 
tives  in  Congress  assembled,  and  fortified 
by  the  pressure  of  world  opinion. 

Ambassador  Johnson  is  scheduled  to 
renew  his  conferences  with  the  Commu¬ 
nists  on  July  11.  Let  us  arm  him  for  the 
task  which  he  faces  by  unanimously 
passing  this  resolution,  and  by  calling 
upon  the  free  world  to  demand  the  re¬ 


ajective  in  fair- 
the  servicemen, 
whose  anguish' 
knee  their  dis- 


lease,  and  an  accounting  for,  of  all  of  the 
men  of  the  U.  N.  command  in  Korea  who 
are  still  missing,  and  who  have  been  re/ 
ported  to  be  in  Communist  hands,  y 

We  have  fought  bravely  over  the  dec¬ 
ades  all  over  the  globe  for  worthy  pauses 
in  which  we  believed.  Our  merf  have 
died,  have  fallen  prisoners  of  Avar,  in 
those  battles.  We  cannot  forget  them, 
consign  them  to  oblivion  whether  they 
are  still  living  or  dead.  We  must  expend 
our  every  effort  to  obtain/an  accounting 
for,  and  a  release  of,  the  450  American 
men  who  were  known/o  be  in  the  hands 
They  have  earned  every  right  to  their 
country’s  supreme  effort  on  their  behalf. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  450 
American  military  personnel  taken 
prisoner  by  the  Communists  during  the 
Korean  war  and  neither  repatriated  nor 
accounted  t  for  by  the  Communists  can¬ 
not  and  must  not  be  forgotten  by  this 
Nation  nor  by  the  world. 

The/long,  uncertain  anguish  of  their 
families  cries  out  not  only  for  our  sym¬ 
pathy  but  for  our  unremitting  effort  to 
secure  an  accounting  of  their  fate. 

For  more  than  4  agonizing  years  those 
who  hold  them  dear,  have  sought  in  vain 
some  word  of  their  whereabouts,  of  their 
well-being,  of  whether  they  live,  or  lie 
in  unmarked  graves  on  some  Chinese 
hillside,  or  linger  in  a  subhuman  state  of 
semiawareness  in  a  Red  Chinese  prison, 
the  prey  of  brainwashing  practitioners. 

Reports  of  their  having  been  seen 
alive  in  Chinese  custody  have  filtered 
back  through  their  repatriated  buddies 
from  the  prisoner  of  war  camps.  That 
some  of  them  lived,  at  least  for  a  time, 
in  the  hands  of  their  captors  seems  in¬ 
disputable.  Yet  the  ominous  silence  of 
the  Chinese  government  is  deafening. 

That  a  government  so  patently  unre¬ 
sponsive  to  human  values  should  now  be 
seeking  respectability  in  the  eyes  of  the 
world  makes  it  the  more  imperative  that 
we  should  renew  our  demands  for  a  full 
accounting  and  for  prompt  repatriation 
of  any  of  the  450  who  live. 

It  once  was  said  that,  wherever  an 
American  goes  on  the  earth,  the  Ameri¬ 
can  flag  goes  with  him  as  a  guaranty 
of  his  freedom  and  right  treatment. 
|hat  is  one  of  the  precious  things  of 
erican  citizenship.  It  must  not  be 
forsaken,  nor  must  these  450  be  forsaken 
or  forgotten  by  their  Government. 

Mr.  LANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  too,  wish 
to  associate  myself  with  the  members 
of  the  committee  in  their  wholehearted 
support  of  this  resolution  offered  today 
for  our  consideration. 

In  the  first  /lace,  I  wish  to  congratu¬ 
late  Congressman  Zablocki  and  his  Sub¬ 
committee  on  thi/Far  East  and  the  Pa¬ 
cific  for  programing  this  matter  for 
hearing  before  the  committee  on  May 
27.  To  me,  this  is  a  ve^y  important  piece 
of  legislation  and  one'. that  merits  the 
serious  thoughts  of  the  American  people. 
I  was  privileged  to  appear  before  the 
subcommittee  in  behalf  of  rrfy  bill,  House 
Concurrent  Resolution  120,  which  is  quite 
similar  to  the  committee  resolution. 
House  Resolution  292. 

I  can  only  reiterate  my  remarks^nade 
at  that  important  hearing  in  urging^ac- 
tion  in  concentrating  attention  in 
erating  American  hostages  held  capti’? 
by  Red  China. 
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From  various  reliable  sources  we  piece 
together  the  tragedy  of  the  hundreds 
of  Americaris  taken  prisoner  during  the 
Korean  war,  Who  are  still  held  as  cap¬ 
tives  by  the  Chinese  Reds  in  cynical  and 
contemptuous  defiance  of  the  Korean 
truce  agreement. 

The  Communist  mentality  delights  in 
crushing  human  rights,  and  in  betraying 
its  international  agreements. 

It  tries,  by  a  combination  of  confu¬ 
sion,  mendacity,  and  exasperating  de¬ 
lays,  to  “brainwash”  individuals  and 
governments  into  submission. 

Quietly,  but  persistently,  through  the 
winding  trails  of  intematiorial  diplo¬ 
macy,  our  Government  is  trying  to  effect 
the  release  of  these  men.  \ 

This  is  the  traditional  way  of  negotia¬ 
tion,  that  has  its  advantages  and  its 
pitfalls.  \ 

The  unscrupulous  Reds,  schooled  in 
the  devious  art  of  blackmail,  are  plainly 
trying  to  make  a  deal. 

They  may  repatriate,  or  account  for, 
some  of  these  American  prisoners,  in  ex¬ 
change  for  concessions  that  would  dis¬ 
honor  us  before  mankind. 

That  is  the  crux  of  the  dilemma  they 
have  contrived. 

They  know  that  we  will  never  rest 
until  our  fellow  citizens  are  liberated. 
But  they  hope  to  wear  us  down  so  that 
we  will  abandon  the  moral  position 
whereby  we  insist  that  these  men  be  re¬ 
leased  because  they  are  held  illegally 
and,  in  securing  their  release  by  con¬ 
cessions,  compromise  ourselves  beyond 
redemption. 

What  is  the  alternative? 

There  was  a  time  when  we  were  u: 
afraid.  In  clear  and  explicit  terms  fte 
would  set  a  date  by  which  these  men 
must  be  released  or  else  we  would /ake 
positive  action  to  free  them 

With  an  eye  to  other  dangers  In  the 
world  of  today,  we  practice  caumon. 

We  try,  through  the  young  and  feeble 
influence  of  the  United  Nations,  to  rea¬ 
son  with  the  Reds,  and  induce  them  to 
observe  the  standards  of  international 
law  and  order. 

Meanwhile,  our  men  &/e  rotting  in 
Communist  compounds 

Perhaps  the  most  oppressive  punish¬ 
ment  they  are  suffering /s  despair  at  the 
thought  that  their  ownGovernment  may 
be  only  going  through  the  motions 
on  the  merry-go-rcmnd  of  diplomatic 
notes  and  inconclusive  conferences. 

We  soberly  recognize  the  fact  that  the 
long-range  hope  /of  the  world  is  an 
organization  lik/  the  United  Nations 
that  will  grow  up  to  its  responsibilities. 

But  how  Ion/ will  that  take? 

And  what  happens  to  American  pris- 1 
oners  of  war  while  the  talks  go  on 
year  after  year? 

I  do  nob'  advocate  an  ultimatum  to 
Red  China  demanding  the  release  of 
these  men  and  threatening  to  take  mili¬ 
tary  action  if  they  fail  to  do  so  by  a 
given  date.  I  am  sure  that  those  most  i 
concerned,  the  relatives  and  friends  of 
thes^' unhappy  prisoners  would  not  ex-  , 
pect/us  to  take  such  drastic  action  even  ! 
foi/a  cause  that  is  right  and  just. 

3ut  we  are  not  satisfied  with  the  re-  j 
ilts  obtained  to  date. 


Conferences  and  notes  have  bo/ged 
down  in  the  weariness  of  routine./  The 
Communists  calculate  that  we  will  tire 
and  forget.  They  see  little  mention  of 
this  issue  in  the  American  pre^s.  They 
believe  that  our  moral  imperatives  will 
slacken,  and  end  up  in  appeasement. 

That  is  why  I  consider  this  resolution 
as  essential  to  counteract  certain  false 
assumptions  on  the  part/of  the  Red 
Chinese  regime 

I  believe  that  it  will  /Strengthen  the 
hand  of  our  State  Department  by  reveal¬ 
ing  through  congressional  action,  the 
determination  of  the/American  people 
to  press  for  the  re/ase  of  these  men 
without  shabby  compromise. 

moral  basis,  sup- 
public  opinion,  can 
.inese  Reds  that  their 
delay,  and  violation 
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of  the  -Korean/ armistice  agreement,  is 
bound  to  fail. 

The  United  States  of  America  has 
never  acquiesced  in  actions  by  foreign 
nations  wh/ch  illegally  deprive  our  citi- 
zenkof  th/ir  liberty. 

And  never  will. 

I  airi-nonfident  that  the  forthright  and 
sustair/d  adherence  to  these  principles, 
as  reiterated  in  this  House  resolution 
will  help  tckbreak  the  present  stalemate, 
and/expediterthe  release  of  those  Ameri¬ 
cans  still  held  as  prisoners  of  war  by 
th/  Chinese  Reds. 

By  serving  notice  on  them  by  this 
esolution:  “That  it  is  the  sense  of  the 
'Congress  that  the  Resident,  through  his 
own  offices,  and  those  of  the  Secretary 
of  State  and  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
should  continue  to  make  the  return  of, 
or  a  satisfactory  accounting  for,  the 
450  American  prisoners  of  war,  a  primary 
objective  of  the  foreign  policy  of  the 
United  States.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  resolution  is  agreed  to. 

There  was  no  objection. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
extend  their  remarks  in  the  Record  ori 
the  resolution  just  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin? 

There  was  no  objection. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1958 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call 
up  the  conference  report  on  the  bill 
(H.  R.  7441)  making  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  and  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  statement  of  the  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the 
report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 


The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  July  5, 
1957.) 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  yield  to  me  to  ask  a  question  of 
him  at  this  point? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  chair¬ 
man  of  our  subcommittee  a  question  or 
two  to  clarify  some  language  in  the 
conference  report.  I  have  reference  to 
the  language  in  the  last  paragraph  on 
page  6  which  has  to  do  with  the  agri¬ 
cultural  consei’vation  program. 

The  wording  of  that  paragraph  ap¬ 
pears  to  be  quite  restrictive  and  I  hope 
that  was  not  the  intent.  This  is  a 
farmer-administered  program  and  the 
last  thing  we  want  to  do,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  is  to  so  legislate  the  program  as  to 
deny  farmers  the  right  they  have  al¬ 
ways  had  to  participate  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  their  own  program.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  some  of  us  are  preparing  to  ask  the 
Department  to  consider  a  program  or 
practice  change  to  meet  the  special  con¬ 
servation  problems  in  the  flood  areas  of 
Minnesota,  Oklahoma,  Arkansas,  Texas, 
Louisiana,  and  other  States.  The  door 
would  be  shut  in  our  faces  if  this  para¬ 
graph  was  interpreted  to  mean  that  the 
farmer-elected  county  committees  and 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  could  not 
deviate  in  any  way  from  the  1957  pro¬ 
gram.  Conservation  needs  change  from 
year  to  year,  and  so  do  the  practices. 
The  flexibility  of  this  program  has  been 
one  of  its  most  valuable  assets  and  one 
which  should  not  be  impaired. 

I  hope  this  paragraph  does  not  mean 
that  the  program  is  frozen,  so  to  speak, 
for  another  year.  That  would  be  a  bad 
thing  for  farm  people  and  for  American 
agriculture,  and  I  would  like  the  assur¬ 
ance  of  our  chairman  that  this  is  not  the 
case.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  if  it  is 
not  the  intent  of  the  conferees  that  no 
major  or  substantial  changes  be  made 
in  the  1957  program  for  the  year  1958, 
but  that  we  do  leave  sufficient  flexibility 
and  discretion  in  the  hands  of  those  ad¬ 
ministering  the  program  so  they  can 
meet  the  demands  of  changing  condi¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  my  col¬ 
league,  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota, 
that  we  certainly  intend  to  retain  to  the 
farmers  and  to  the  local  level,  the  right 
to  make  determinations  within  the  over¬ 
all  catalog  as  to  the  practices  which 
would  apply  to  that  section.  The  intent 
of  the  language  is  to  announce  that  in 
the  opinion  of  the  conferees  the  same 
type  of  practices  should  be  available  to 
the  States  and  at  the  local  level  in  line 
with  the  justification  before  our  respec¬ 
tive  committees  and  the  prohibition  is 
against  the  deletion  at  the  Washington 
level  of  certain  practices.  It  does  not  in 
any  way  affect  the  right  at  the  local 
and  State  levels  to  make  determinations 
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as  to  what  practices  suit  their  own  pur¬ 
poses  as  they  have  had  the  right  to 
determine  in  years  past. 

The  gentleman  from  Minnesota  is 
thoroughly  familiar  with  the  fact  that 
each  year  we  have  a  catalog  of  allowable 
practices  issued  by  the  Department.  This 
directive  in  the  report  calls  for  a  con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  program  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  next  year  on  the  same  basis  as  last 
year.  It  directs  that  the  1957  catalog  be 
kept  intact,  but  it  in  no  way  restricts 
farmers  with  respect  to  selection  of  local 
practices,  from  those  included  in  the 
catalog. 

In  recent  days  there  have  been  some 
reports  that  substantial  deletions  were 
planned  in  this  program  for  1958.  It 
was  to  lead  off  deletions  which  came 
after  our  hearings  were  held  that  we  put 
this  language  in  the  report.  We  were 
attempting  to  see  that  the  program  was 
kept  available  t®  farmers  next  year  to 
the  full  extent  it  has  been  this  year. 

In  the  last  paragraph  we  attempt  to 
provide  a  procedure  which,  if  followed, 
would  prevent  future  misunderstandings 
from  arising. 

I  thank  the  chairman. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Is  the  gen¬ 
tleman  familiar  with  a  directive  or 
memorandum  from  the  Assistant  Secre¬ 
tary,  Mr.  Peterson,  directed  to  Mr.  Paul 
Koger,  administrator  of  the  agricultural 
conservation  program,  which  in  effect 
deletes  several  of  the  soil  conservation 
activities? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  have  heard  of  that 
directive,  or  what  purported  to  be  a  di¬ 
rective,  but  I  have  not  seen  any  official 
copy.  I  think  that  was  written  without 
knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  and  the  language  which  is  in  the 
conference  report.  I  feel  sure  the  con¬ 
ference  report  will  have  the  support  of 
the  Department  and  that  any  such  di¬ 
rective  will  be  withheld. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Also  the  di¬ 
rective,  according  to  the  information  I 
have,  is  in  direct  opposition  to  the  stated 
practice  or  the  proposed  practice  for 
1958,  as  given  to  your  committee  by  of¬ 
ficials  of  the  Department^ 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  is,  and  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  the  reported  order,  that  language 
was  included  in  our  report. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  insert  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  a  list  of  the  de¬ 
letions  in  the  program  which  would  be 
brought  about  if  this  directive  of  Secre¬ 
tary  Peterson  is  allowed  to  be  put  into 
effect.  It  would  have  the  effect  of  de¬ 
leting  84  percent  of  the  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  program  for  the  State  of  Tennes¬ 
see.  I  certainly  hope  that  this  report  is 
strong  enough  to  keep  this  directive 
from  being  put  into  effect  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ten¬ 
nessee? 

There  was  no  objection. 

(The  matter  referred  to  follows:) 


List  of  Conservation  Practices  Deleted 

From  the  1958  Agricultural  Conservation 

Program  by  Assistant  Secretary  E.  L. 

Peterson’s  Memorandum  of  June  28  to 

ACP  Administrator  Paul  Koger 

A-l :  Initial  establishment  of  a  permanent 
vegetative  cover  in  orchards  and  vineyards 
for  control  of  erosion. 

A-3 :  Establishment  of  additional  acreages 
of  vegetative  cover  in  crop  rotation  to  retard 
erosion  and  to  improve  soil  structure,  per¬ 
meability,  or  water-holding  capacity. 

A-4:  Initial  treatment  of  farmland  to  per¬ 
mit  the  use  of  legumes  and  grasses  for  soil 
improvement  and  protection.  (The  basic 
liming  practice.) 

B-8:  Installing  pipelines  for  livestock 
water  as  a  means  of  protecting  vegetative 
cover. 

C-3 :  Initial  establishment  of  orchards, 
vineyards,  bush  fruits,  strawberries,  or  per¬ 
ennial  vegetables  bn  the  contour  to  prevent 
erosion. 

C-13:  Leveling  land  for  more  efficient  use 
of  irrigation  water  and  to  prevent  erosion. 

D-l :  Establishment  of  vegetative  cover  for 
winter  protection  from  erosion. 

D-2:  Establishment  of  vegetative  cover 
for  summer  protection  from  erosion. 

D-3:  Establishment  of  vegetative  cover 
for  green  manure  and  for  protection  from 
erosion. 

The  following  conservation  practices  under 
the  1958  agricultural  conservation  program 
were  to  have  various  restrictions  imposed 
upon  them  from  the  standards  which  had 
existed  under  the  1957  program. 

A-2 :  Initial  establishment  of  a  permanent 
vegetative  cover  for  soil  protection  or  as  a 
needed  land-use  adjustment. 

A-7:  Initial  establishment  of  a  stand  of 
trees  or  shrubs  on  farmland  fof  erosion  con¬ 
trol,  watershed  protection,  or  forestry  pur¬ 
poses. 

B-l:  Improvement  of  an  established  vege¬ 
tative  cover  for  soil  or  watershed  protection. 

B-10:  Improvement  of  a  stand  of  forest 
trees  for  erosion  control,  watershed  protec¬ 
tion,  or  forestry  purposes.  x 

C-9:  Constructing  permanent  open  drain¬ 
age  systems  to  dispose  of  excess  water. 

C-12: ‘Reorganizing  irrigation  systems  to 
conserve  water  and  prevent  erosion. 

F-2:  County  conservation  practices. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  have  been  concerned 
about  the  soil  bank  program.  I  know 
the  committee  has  had  a  very  serious 
problem  to  consider  here.  As  I  under¬ 
stand  it,  you  have  a  limitation  on  pay¬ 
ments  that  can  be  made  under  the  acre¬ 
age  reserve  of  $3,000? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MAHON.  There  was  no  limita¬ 
tion  for  the  1957  crop  year? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing  insofar  as  the  law  is  concerned. 


CALL  OP  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names: 
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Abemethy 

Diggs 

Kluczynski 

Adair 

Donohue 

McConnell 

Allen,  Calif. 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Madden 

Anderson, 

Fallon 

Mailliard 

Mont. 

Fogarty 

Meader 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Frazier 

Miller,  Md. 

Beamer 

Fulton 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Blitch 

Garmatz 

Minshall 

Bonner 

Granahan 

Montoya 

Bowler 

Gray 

Multer 

Boyle 

Green,  Pa. 

O'Konski 

Brownson 

Griffiths 

O'Neill 

Buckley 

Gwinn 

Philbin 

Byrne,  Ill. 

Hardy 

Polk 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Harvey 

Powell 

Celler 

Hays,  Ark. 

Rains 

Chelf 

Healey 

Robeson,  Va. 

Christopher 

Holifield 

Shelley 

Chudoff 

Holtzman 

Sieminski 

Coad 

Hosmer 

Taylor 

Colmer 

Ikard 

Teller 

Cunningham, 

Jennings 

Thompson,  La. 

Nebr. 

Jones,  Mo. 

Thornberry 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Kearney 

Tuck 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Kearns 

Utt 

Delaney 

KUburn 

Willis 

Dennison 

Kirwan 

Winstead 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  351 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


COMMITTEE  ON  EDUCATION  AND 
LABOR 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Education  of  the  Committee  on 
Education  and  Labor  may  sit  this  after¬ 
noon  despite  the  fact  that  the  House  is 
in  session,  during  general  debate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1958 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  first  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  12:  Page  10,  line  8, 
insert  the  following :  " Provided  further,  That 
provisions  of  the  act  of  August  1,  1956  (70 
Stat.  890-892 ) ,  and  provisions  of  a  similar 
nature  in  appropriation  acts  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State  for  the  current  and  subse¬ 
quent  fiscal  years  which  facilitate  the  work 
of  the  Foreign  Service  shall  be  applicable  to 
funds  available  to  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service.” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Wilson]. 

(Mr.  WILSON  of  Indiana  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  and  include  a  memo¬ 
randum.) 

Mr.  WILSON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  would  like  to  speak  about  a  de¬ 
velopment  in  connection  with  the  agri- 
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cultural  conservation  program  which 
disturbs  me  considerably.  On  June  28 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture  E.  L. 
Peterson  directed  a  memorandum  to 
Paul  Koger,  Administrator  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Conservation  Program  Service, 
dealing  with  the  proposed  1958  national 
agricultural  conservation  program.  As 
the  House  knows,  a  national  handbook 
for  the  ACP  is  published  each  year  in 
the  Federal  Register  just  as  soon  as  the 
President  signs  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  appropriation  bill  in  which 
funds  are  authorized  for  the  program 
for  the  following  year.  The  States  then 
proceed  to  formulate  their  individual 
programs  within  the  framework  of  the 
national  program. 

Through  the  years  it  has  become  cus¬ 
tomary  for  those  in  direct  charge  of  the 
ACP  to  submit  the  docket  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  based  on  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  respective  State  com¬ 
mittees  within  the  overall  policy  limita¬ 
tions  as  outlined  by  the  departmental 
officials  before  the  House  and  Senate 
Appropriations  Subcommittees  handling 
the  agricultural  bill.  According  to  the 
letter  from  Mr.  Peterson  to  Mr.  Koger, 
which  I  am  inserting  in  the  Record  at 
the  end  of  my  comments,  Mr.  Koger 
submitted  the  1958  ACP  proposal  to  Mr. 
Peterson  on  June  6.  I  have  been  reliably 
informed  that  instead  of  telling  Mr. 
Koger  from  June  6  until  June  28  that 
his  proposal  was  not  in  line  with  the 
departmental  policies  and  therefore 
should  be  revised,  Mr.  Peterson  sum¬ 
marily  handed  Mr.  Koger  on  June  28 
a  lengthy  memo  with  specific  orders  to 
make  deletions  and  changes.  The  memo 
closed  with : 

I  will  be  glad  to  approve  the  proposed 
docket  when  amended  to  incorporate  the 
suggestions  set  forth  above. 

While  this  in  itself  is  peculiar  admin¬ 
istrative  procedure  and  shows  a  strong 
lack  of  confidence  by  Secretary  Peterson 
in  Mr.  Koger,  it  is  not  the  point  with 
which  I  am  mostly  concerned.  Through 
the  years  there  has  been  considerable 
controversy  over  the  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  program.  We  have  had 
lengthy  debate  on  this  floor  not  only  as 
to  the  merits  of  this  program  but  as  to 
the  scope  that  should  be  authorized  each 
year.  While  it  originally  started  out  at 
$500  million  a  year  and  at  one  time 
dropped  to  $150  million  a  year,  the 
amount  has  recently  been  stabilized  at 
$250  million  a  year.  Furthermore,  the 
program  itself  has  had  its  scope  fairly 
well  stabilized  in  recent  years.  Although 
I  was  certain  that  there  had  been  no 
indication  of  any  controversy  either  as 
to  the  amount  of  funds  or  the  scope  of 
the  program  when  the  agricultural  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  appeared  before  the  full 
Appropriations  Committee,  of  which  I 
am  privileged  to  be  a  member,  I  decided 
to  review  the  hearings  before  the  sub¬ 
committee.  Both  Mr.  Peterson,  the  As¬ 
sistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  who  is 
in  direct  charge  of  the  Department’s 
conservation  agencies,  and  Mr.  Koger, 
Administrator  for  the  ACP,  indicated  in 
their  supporting  statements  for  the  Pres¬ 
ident’s  budget  request  for  $250  million 
for  the  1958  agricultural  conservation 


program  that  the  program  for  1958  would 
be  continued  without  any  basic  change. 

The  following  quote  is  taken  from  Mr. 
Peterson’s  statement  which  appears  on 
page  1863  of  the  hearing: 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  it  is  a  pleasure  to  discuss  the  budget 
request  of  the  Agricultural  Conservation 
Program  Service.  This  program  of  cost 
sharing  with  land  owners  or  operators  for 
the  application  of  practices  to  protect  their 
soil  resources  is,  we  believe,  an  important 
one.  *  *  »  The  farmer  or  rancher  cannot, 
or  will  not,  always  be  able  to  exercise  the 
judgments  required  by  considerations  of  con¬ 
servation  because  of  the  more  immediate  im¬ 
pact  upon  him  and  his  family  of  economic 
circumstances.  *  *  *  In  all  the  many  cir¬ 
cumstances  of  land  used  there  is,  however,  a 
public  interest  that  the  productive  capacity 
of  the  land  be  retained  and  improved.  Fore¬ 
seeable  needs  for  water,  food,  fiber,  wood, 
and  materials  for  industry  place  urgencies 
upon  the  application  of  conservation  prac¬ 
tices  and  uses  to  our  land  area,  greater  than 
are  likely  to  be  accomplished  without  pub¬ 
lic  effort.  ACP  is  a  part  of  that  effort  which 
now  covers  a  wide  range  of  activity — educa¬ 
tion,  research,  technical  assistance,  credit 
and  cost  sharing. 

Following  Mr.  Peterson’s  presentation 
ACP  Administrator  Koger  explained  the 
operations  of  the  1957  program  and  the 
proposals  for  1958.  At  no  time  during 
any  of  the  presentations  by  the  United 
States  Department  of  Agriculture  offi¬ 
cials  was  there  any  serious  question  con¬ 
cerning  the  present  ACP.  The  report 
showed  that  over  1,140,000  farms 
throughout  the  Nation  had  participated 
in  the  1955  ACP  and  that  the  efforts  of 
the  Department  were  being  directed  to¬ 
ward  making  the  program  more  effec¬ 
tive. 

For  example,  Mr.  Koger  said: 

Most  of  the  other  changes  are  designed  to 
provide  greater  authority  for  local  adapta¬ 
tion  of  program  and  practice  provisions, 
fully  within  the  general  program  principles, 
including  the  establishment  of  rates  of  cost 
sharing  considered  necessary  by  State  and 
county  groups  to  get  the  desired  level  of 
performance  of  needed  conservation. 

At  a  later  point  Mr.  Koger  said: 

It  is  contemplated  that  the  1958  program 
will  be  continued  at  the  same  level  and 
scope  as  the  program  authorized  for  1957. 

Similar  statements  were  made  before 
the  Senate  Appropriations  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  with  no  indication  of 
any  kind  being  given  that  any  major 
change  would  be  made  either  in  the 
practices  or  the  payment  rates.  In  view 
of  these  statements  it  is  extremely  diffi¬ 
cult  for  me  to  understand  how  Assistant 
Secretary  Peterson  can  now  send  a 
memorandum  to  the  Administrator  of 
the  Agricultural  Conservation  Program 
and  ask  him  to  delete  nine  of  the  soil 
building  practices  which  have  proven  to 
be  the  most  popular  with  the  more  than 
a  million  farmers  who  are  participating 
in  this  program.  This  memorandum 
also  drastically  restricts  several  other 
practices. 

According  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture’s  participation  figures  for  1955, 
the  last  year  for  which  the  reports  are 
available,  the  practices  which  Mr.  Peter¬ 
son  directed  Mr.  Koger  to  eliminate 
from  the  1958  agricultural  conservation 
program  were  those  used  by  Indiana 
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farmers  to  earn  76  percent  of  their  pay¬ 
ments  during  that  year. 

In  other  words,  Mr.  Peterson  would 
now  eliminate  76  percent  of  the  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  in  the 
State  of  Indiana  without  giving  us  any 
warning,  without  consulting  with  the  In¬ 
diana  State  Committee,  without  consult¬ 
ing  with  the  democratically  elected 
county  committeemen  in  all  Indiana’s 
counties,  and  without  advising  Congress. 
I  am  reliably  informed  that  between  50 
and  60  percent  of  the  present  ACP  pro¬ 
gram  nationwide  would  have  been  elim¬ 
inated  if  this  memorandum  were  allowed 
to  stand.  For  example,  83  percent  of  the 
program  in  Vermont  would  be  elimi¬ 
nated,  92  percent  in  the  State  of  Ala¬ 
bama,  82  percent  in  the  State  of  Illinois, 
62  percent  in  Minnesota,  and  so  forth.  I 
can’t  help  wondering  of  the  original  plan 
to  bring  the  agricultural  appropriation 
bill  before  the  House  Friday,  June  28, 
did  not  figure  in  Mr.  Peterson’s  plan  of 
not  issuing  his  drastic  memorandum 
to  Mr.  Koger  until  late  that  afternoon. 
If  the  Congress  had  passed  the  agricul¬ 
tural  appropriation  bill  that  day,  it 
would  have  been  extremely  difficult  to 
have  prevented  Mr.  Peterson  carrying 
out  his  plan  to  greatly  restrict  the  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  programs  without 
clearing  them  with  Congress. 

It  is  indeed  fortunate  that  copies  of 
this  secret  memorandum  were  made 
available  to  the  conferees  early  last  week 
and  that  they  were  able  to  include  in 
their  report  last  Friday  the  language 
which  precludes  Mr.  Peterson  from 
carrying  out  his  attempt  to  ruin  the  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program.  I,  for 
one,  would  like  to  raise  the  question  as  to 
whether  Mr.  Peterson’s  efforts  not  only 
to  mislead  Congress  but  to  circumvent 
its  wishes  aren’t  sufficient  justification  to 
ask  for  his  resignation.  He  seems  to  be 
totally  incapable  of  understanding  our 
democratic  practices  of  government  and 
apparently  believes  that  any  means  to 
secure  the  executive  branch’s  wishes  are 
justifiable. 

I  want  to  compliment  the  conferees  for 
seeing  to  it  not  only  that  Mr.  Peterson’s 
drastic  changes  in  the  1958  program  can¬ 
not  be  put  into  effect,  but  also  for  direct¬ 
ing  that  any  changes  in  connection  with 
the  1959  program  be  presented  to  the 
Congress  at  the  time  the  authorization 
for  the  1959  program  is  justified. 

Proposed  1958  National  Agricultural 
Conservation  Program 
Paul  Koger, 

Administrator,  Agricultural 

Conservation  Program  Service: 

The  proposed  1958  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  program  which  you  transmitted  to  this 
Office  on  June  6,  1957,  has  been  carefully 
reviewed.  I  believe  some  revisions  are  de¬ 
sirable. 

It  is  requested  that  you  proceed  imme¬ 
diately  with  the  modifications  as  Indicated 
herein.  A  number  of  changes  are  for  the 
purposes  of  clarification  of  intent.  Others 
are  substantive  with  respect  to  the  practice 
and  cost-sharing  provisions  of  the  proposal. 

We  have  previously  discussed  those  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  program,  such  as  drainage  and 
irrigation,  which  would  without  limitations 
tend  to  result  in  new  land  being  brought 
into  production.  I  have  concurred  in  prin¬ 
ciple,  but  with  some  modification  in  word¬ 
ing,  with  the  limitation  you  have  proposed. 
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1957. 


There  were  proposed,  however,  other  prac¬ 
tices  largely  of  a  temporary  or  recurring  na¬ 
ture  which  resulted  in  the  stimulation  of 
agricultural  production  at  a  time  when  other 
programs  of  the  Department  are  aimed  at 
reducing  the  production  of  surplus  crops. 
To  be  consistent  with  such  program  objec¬ 
tives,  it  is  necessary  to  modify  the  1958  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program.  Further,  it 
is  not  considered  proper  policy  to  provide 
cost  sharing  for  practices  which  are  normally 
a  part  of  good  farm  or  range  management. 

In  keeping  with  this  position,  the  com¬ 
ments  hereafter  are  referenced  to  specific 
paragraphs  of  the  proposal. 

1101.901:  General  program  principles, 

item  (g).  The  last  sentence  of  this  para¬ 
graph  should  be  changed  to  “the  State  and 
county  programs  shall  specify  the  life  span 
of  eligible  practices.  Cost  shares  are  not 
applicable  after  they  are  initially  utilized  to 
undertake  a  practice  during  the  normal  life 
span.” 

1101.903:  County  funds.  This  paragraph 
should  be  stated  as  follows :  “The  State  com¬ 
mittee  will  allocate  the  funds  available  for 
conservation  practices  among  the  counties 
within  the  State  consistent  with  the  needs 
for  enduring  conservation  in  the  counties 
within  the  State  and  will  give  particular 
consideration  to  the  furtherance  of  water¬ 
shed  conservation  programs  sponsored  by 
local  people  and  organizations.” 

1101.904:  This  section  should  be  rewritten 
for  clarification.  Beginning  with  the  second 
sentence,  it  should  be  stated  substantially 
as  follows:  "The  State  AC  program  develop¬ 
ment  group  shall  consist  of  (a)  the  State 
committee  (including  the  State  director  of 
extension),  (b)  the  State  conservationist  of 
the  SCS,  and  (c)  the  Forest  Service  official 
having  jurisdiction  of  farm  forestry  in  the 
State.  The  State  AC  program  development 
group  shall  invite  participation  of  represen¬ 
tatives  of  (a)  president  of  the  land-grant 
college,  (b)  the  State  director  of  the  Farm¬ 
ers’  Home  Administration,  (c)  the  State  soil 
conservation  committee  (board  or  commis¬ 
sion),  (d)  the  State  Agricultural  Extension 
Service,  and  (e)  representatives  of  other 
State  and  Federal  agricultural  agencies. 
The  program  for  the  State  shall  be  that 
recommended  by  the  State  AC  program  de¬ 
velopment  group  and  approved  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  ACPS,  after  obtaining  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Serv¬ 
ice  and  the  Forest  Service.” 

1101.905:  This  section  should  be  rewritten 
consistent  with  1101.904  as  modified.  Clari¬ 
fy  and  make  specific  as  to  committee  refer¬ 
ences. 

1101.906:  The  words  “in  the  desired  vol¬ 
ume”  should  be  stricken  from  the  para¬ 
graph. 

1101.907:  Item  (b).  The  phrase  “consist¬ 
ent  with  recognized  performance  standards 
and  program  policies  and  requirements” 
should  be  rewritten  to  make  clear  its  intent. 

1101.908:  Incorporate  a  proviso  that  eligi¬ 
ble  seeds  or  combination  of  seeds  for  vegeta¬ 
tive  practices  shall  include  a  legume  or  le¬ 
gumes  where  recommended  by  the  State  ex¬ 
periment  station. 

Does  the  term  “where  applicable”  in  Item 
(b)  mean  “appropriate”?  Wording  should 
be  clarified. 

Reference  to  1101.952  will  need  to  be 
changed  since  practice  A-4  is  to  be  elimi¬ 
nated  from  the  practice  list. 

1101.909:  This  section  must  be  revised  to 
provide  that  no  lime  or  fertilizer  will  be 
eligible  for  cost  sharing  except  as  a  compo¬ 
nent  part  of  an  authorized  practice.  Also, 
it  must  provide  that  no  payment  will  be 
made  for  lime  or  fertilizer  separately  from 
other  components  of  an  authorized  practice. 

The  term  “State  committee”  as  used  in 
item  (a)  should  be  clarified  as  the  State  AC 
program  development  group. 


Item  (b).  Make  wording  clear  that  liming 
materials  except  as  a  part  of  vegetative  prac¬ 
tice  are  not  eligible  for  cost  sharing.  Delete 
the  remainder  of  the  sentence  following  the 
statement:  "The  application  of  manure  will 
not  qualify  for  Federal  cost  sharing.” 

1101.910:  Item  (a).  There  is  to  be  added 
to  the  practices  for  which  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service  is  responsible  for  the  technical 
phases,  practices  A-8  and  A-9  with  appropri¬ 
ate  paragraph  references.  References  to 
other  practices  should  be  made  consistent 
with  the  changes  in  the  practice  list  as  indi¬ 
cated  herein. 

A  final  sentence  Is  to  be  added  to  this 
Item,  as  follows:  “The  Soil  Conservation 
Service  will  utilize  to  the  full  extent  avail¬ 
able  resources  of  the  State  forestry  agencies 
in  carrying  out  its  assigned  responsibilities 
for  practice  A-8.” 

Item  (b).  The  last  sentence  is  to  be 
changed  by  adding  to  it  the  following : 
“*  *  *  but  services  of  State  forestry  agen¬ 
cies  will  be  utilized  to  the  full  extent  if  such 
services  are  available.” 

1101.911:  Item  (a)  is  to  be  revised  essen¬ 
tially  as  follows:  “The  general  rate  of  cost 
sharing  shall  not  be  in  excess  of  50  percent 
of  the  costs  of  performing  any  practice  on 
the  basis  of  average  costs  for  the  county. 
For  stipulated  practices  of  a  permanent  type 
the  AC  program  development  group  may 
establish  a  higher  rate  of  cost  sharing,  not 
to  exceed  65  percent,  where  conservation 
benefits  are  found  to  be  substantial,  long 
lived,  and  economic  benefits  from  the  prac¬ 
tice  are  remote  or  spread  over  a  long  period 
of  years.” 

Item  (b) .  Average  rates  of  cost  sharing 
are  to  be  established  on  a  county  basis. 

1101.914:  Add  two  sentences  to  the  end  of 
the  paragraph  as  follows:  “No  practice  may 
be  approved  for  cost  sharing  except  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  National,  State,  or  county 
program  or  in  accordance  with  procedures  in¬ 
corporated  therein.  Available  funds  for  cost 
sharing  shall  not  be  allocated  on  a  farm  or 
acreage-quota  basis  but  shall  be  directed  to 
the  accomplishment  of  the  most  enduring 
conservation  benefits  attainable.” 

1101.915:  This  section  is  to  be  revised  to 
provide  that  cost  sharing  will  be  available 
only  for  complete  practices.  No  cost  sharing 
is  to  be  made  available  for  components  of 
practices. 

1101.924:  Revise  the  paragraph  to  provide 
that  components  are  not  eligible  for  cost 
sharing  but  that  1958  funds  may  be  obligated 
for  a  practice  to  be  completed  in  the  1959 
program  year  if  circumstances  justify. 

CONSERVATION  PRACTICES 

The  following  practices  are,  for  reasons 
stated  in  this  memorandum,  to  be  deleted 
from  the  1958  program:  A-l,  A-3,  A-4,  B-8, 
C-3,  C-13,  D-l,  D-2,  and  D-3. 

The  following  practices  are  to  be  modified 
as  indicated : 

A-2.  Delete  the  provision  for  cost  sharing 
for  fences. 

A-7.  Change  the  title  of  the  practice  to 
“Initial  establishment  of  a  stand  of  trees  or 
shrubs  on  farmland  for  other  than  agricul¬ 
tural  purposes.”  Delete  the  provision  for 
cost  sharing  for  fences. 

B-l.  Delete  the  word  “annual”  from  the 
third  sentence. 

B-2.  Change  the  title  to  “Improvement  of 
vegetative  cover  on  rangeland  by  artificial 
reseeding  of  deferred  grazing.” 

B— 4,  B-5,  B— 6.  Combine  into  one  practice 
with  parts  1,  2,  and  3. 

B-10.  Change  the  title  of  the  practice  to 
“Improvement  of  a  stand  of  trees  on  farm 
or  ranch  lands  for  other  than  agricultural 
purposes.”  Delete  the  provision  for  cost 
sharing  for  fences. 

C-9.  Revise  the  third  sentence  as  follows: 
“No  Federal  cost  sharing  will  be  allowed  for 
ditches  which  are  to  drain  land  which  was 


not  devoted  to  the  production  of  cultivated 
crops  or  tame  hay  during  at  least  2  of  the 
5  years  preceding  the  year  in  which  cost 
sharing  is  allowed,  or  for  cleaning  ditches, 
or  for  structures  installed  for  crossings,  or 
for  other  structures  primarily  for  the  con¬ 
venience  of  the  farm  operator.” 

C-12.  Revise  the  third  sentence  as  fol¬ 
lows:  “No  Federal  cost  sharing  will  be  al¬ 
lowed  for  reorganizing  an  irrigation  system 
which  results  in  bringing  new  land  into 
agricultural  production  or  for  reorganizing 
a  system  which  was  not  in  use  during  at 
least  2  of  the  preceding  5  years. 

F-2.  Add  a  sentence  to  this  paragraph  as 
follows:  Approval  by  the  Administrator, 
ACPS,  of  a  practice  for  one  county  does  not 
constitute  authority  for  extending  the  prac¬ 
tice  to  other  counties  without  such  approval. 

The  following  practices  are  to  be  added 
as  indicated: 

A-8.  Initial  establishment  of  a  stand  of 
trees  or  shrubs  on  farm  or  ranch  land  for 
agricultural  purposes.  Agricultural  purposes 
will  include  protecting  farmlands  from 
wind  and  water  erosion  by  windbreaks, 
shelterbelts,  stabilizing  gullies  and  stream 
banks  and  other  critical  silt-source  areas, 
improving  wildlife  habitat,  and  similar-type 
actions  to  protect  soils  of  farmlands  from 
deterioration. 

A-9.  Establishment  of  vegetative  cover  for 
the  purpose  of  adjustments  in  the  use  of 
farmlands  for  production  of  farm  commodi¬ 
ties  in  association  with  wildlife  habitat  im¬ 
provement. 

I  will  be  glad  to  approve  the  proposed 
docket  when  amended  to  incorporate  the 
suggestions  set  forth  above. 

E.  L.  Peterson, 
Assistant  Secretary. 


The  SPEAKER.  ...The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 


from  Mississippi. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 


Senate  amendment  No.  24:  Page  28,  line 
9,  strike  out  “ Provided ,  That  no  part  of  this 
appropriation  shall  be  used  to  formulate  and 
administer  an  acreage  reserve  program  with 
respect  to  the  1958  crops,  or  in  total  com¬ 
pensation  being  paid  to  any  one  producer 
in  excess  of  $2,500  with  respect  to  the  1958 
crops”  and  insert  "Provided,  That  not  to 
exceed  $34,500,000  of  the  total  sum  provided 
under  this  head  shall  be  available  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses:  Provided  further.  That 
no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used 
to  formulate  and  administer  an  acreage  re¬ 
serve  program  which  would  result  in  total 
compensation  being  paid  to  producers  in 
excess  of  $500,000,000  with  respect  to  the 
1958  crops,  or  in  total  compensation  being 
paid  to  any  one  producer  in  excess  of  $5,000 
with  respect  to  the  1958  crops.” 


Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion  which  is  at  the  Clerk’s  desk. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  24,  and  concur 
therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  of  $5,000  proposed  in 
said  amendment  insert  “$3,000.” 


Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  take  a  moment  here  to  point  out 
that  in  the  report  on  page  5  in  connection 
with  the  Extension  Service,  language  ap¬ 
pears  to  the  effect  that  the  increase  above 
the  House  figure  was  to  “expand”  the 
work  of  the  regular  extension  agents. 
The  intent  of  the  conferees  is  that  the 
word  “expand”  be  interpreted  to  include 
the  word  “strengthen.”  In  fact, 


No.  119 - 7 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


10006 

“strengthen”  was  the  original  purpose. 
I  would  like  for  the  purpose  of  clarifica¬ 
tion  to  say  here  that  it  is  the  intent  of 
the  conferees  that  the  word  “expand” 
be  used  to  include  strengthen. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will- the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  resume  the  colloquy  I  was  having 
with  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
prior  to  the  quorum  call.  No  doubt  there 
have  been  many  abuses  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  soil-bank  law  and  I  have 
no  desire  to  defend  these  abuses.  In  fact 
it  has  become  quite  clear  that  the  soil 
bank,  while  theoretically  attractive,  is 
not  the  answer  to  our  agricultural  prob¬ 
lems. 

I  would  like  to  discuss  the  pending  pro¬ 
vision  for  I  am  very  much  disturbed 
about  the  $3,000  limitation  on  the 
acreage  reserve  program.  This  will 
vitally  affect  many  producers  in  various 
areas  of  the  Nation,  especially  some  of 
those  in  the  area  in  which  I  live.  I 
would  just  like  to  know  if  there  has  been 
any  possibility  that  this  restriction  could 
have  been  omitted,  leaving  this  matter 
up  to  the  people  who  administer  the 
program.  The  amount  of  the  soil-bank 
payment  should  depend  upon  the  facts 
and  circumstances  in  each  individual 
case  and  not  upon  some  arbitrary  dollar 
limitation.  The  program  should  be  fair 
to  both  the  small  and  the  big  producer. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  ’Wy  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  that  there  was  a 
limitation  both  in  the  House  bill  and  in 
the  Senate  bill.  In  the  House  bill  it  was 
$2,500  and  in  the  Senate  bill  it  was 
$5,000.  So,  definitely  the  conferees  were 
tied  between  those  two  levels.  So  far  as 
the  figure  that  appears  here  now,  this 
figure,  I  think,  and  I  refer  to  the  general 
sentiment  of  the  House  and  Senate,  was 
based  largely  upon  what  happened  in 
the  last  year  in  certain  areas  of  the 
country.  Apparently,  the  temper  of  the 
membership  of  both  the  Senate  and  the 
House  was  that  a  restriction  should  be 
placed  on  the  total  amount  of  any  one 
payment.  I  may  say  to  the  gentleman 
that  investigations  are  being  made  at 
the  present  time  and,  according  to  earlier 
reports,  I  think  we  will  clearly  see  that 
in  the  interest  of  supporting  a  sound 
agriculture  and  a  sound  agricultural 
program  for  the  future,  a  whole  lot  of 
things  that  have  been  going  on  should 
certainly  be  brought  in  line  and  certainly 
that  is  what  this  report  attempts  to  do. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
gentleman  this  further  question,  Mr. 
Speaker.  The  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  is  the  best  informed  man  in  the 
House  in  this  field  of  agricultural  appro¬ 
priations.  The  people  are  making  up 
their  minds  as  to  whether  or  not  they 
want  to  see  the  soil  bank  continued.  If 
the  people  in  certain  areas  are  con¬ 
fronted  from  here  on  out  with  a  limita¬ 
tion  of  say  $2,500  or  $3,000  for  acreage 
reserve  payments,  they  may  come  to  one 
conclusion.  If  the  program  is  more 
elastic  to  fit  varying  conditions  through¬ 
out  the  Nation,  I  think  they  might  come 
to  a  different  conclusion.  My  question 
to  my  friend  from  Mississippi  is  this: 


In  his  judgment,  will  the  Congress  and 
the  country  continue  to  support  a  limita¬ 
tion  in  the  area  of  $3,000  or  $4,000  for 
acreage  reserve  payments  under  the  soil- 
bank  program? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  think  the  history 
of  agricultural  legislation  shows  that  it 
does  not  take  more  than  2  or  3  years  for 
limitations  to  get  written  into  the  agri¬ 
cultural  program.  The  gentleman  is 
familiar  with  the  agricultural  conser¬ 
vation  program,  in  which  it  becomes 
more  restricted  year  by  year,  until  this 
year  there  was  some  recognition  of  the 
change.  But,  by  and  large,  any  time 
you  have  payments  provided,  you  are 
going  to  have  restrictions  written,  judg¬ 
ing  by  the  past.  In  actuality,  I  think 
the  soil-bank  program  clearly  requires 
that,  because  the  general  intent  is  that 
for  the  payments  the  farmer  partici¬ 
pants  would  reduce  their  production. 
The  information  before  us  is  that  last 
year  a  number  of  farmers  rented  some 
land  and  increased  production  on  other 
lands  and  defeated  the  very  purpose  of 
the  act,  and  we  find  the  Government  is 
out  tremendous  amounts  of  money.  So 
I  think  any  program  of  this  nature  will 
have  restrictions,  if  I  judge  the  temper 
of  the  Congress  correctly. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Can  the  gentleman 
state  whether  there  is  a  growing  senti¬ 
ment  within  the  committee,  as  far  as  he 
knows,  for  a  limitation  on  loan  amounts, 
under  the  loan  program  for  supported 
crops?  There  has  been  some  apprehen¬ 
sion  in  certain  quarters  that  limitations 
such  as  this  might  be  placed  on  the  loan 
program  for  wheat  and  corn  and  cotton. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  would  be  more 
properly  considered  by  the  legislative 
committee,  I  should  think.  I  know  of  no 
such  sentiment  in  my  own  committee. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Does  this  limitation 
of  $3,000  apply  to  a  landowner’s  hold¬ 
ings  or  to  the  producer  on  his  land? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  limitation  is  to 
any  one  producer;  I  believe  that  is  the 
word  that  is  used.  That  determination 
would  be  in  line  with  the  definition  of 
producer  in  the  basic  act.  Personally, 

1  would  be  of  the  opinion  that  it  had  to 
do  with  normal  operations  on  the  farm. 
If  a  place  had  been  in  2  divisions  for 
some  time,  it  likely  would  be  held  to  be 

2  producers.  If  on  the  other  hand  a  big 
operator  were  to  divide  his  property  out, 
so  as  to  have  10  people  farming  the  same 
land  that  he  did  last  year,  I  think  that 
likely  would  be  held  to  be  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  defeating  the  restriction  in  the 
act  and  would  not  be  proper. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  I  have  one  con¬ 
stituent  who  has  50  tenants.  Does  this 
landowner  receive  only  $3,000,  or  would 
he  receive  a  portion  or  payment,  for 
each  of  those  50  tenant-operated  farms? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  would  be  my 
thought  that  he  would  be  one  producer 
and  would  get  a  limitation  of  $3,000, 
but  I  would  not  want  my  expression  here 
to  in  any  way  change  the  general  defini¬ 
tion  of  “producer”  under  the  basic  act. 
But  that  would  be  my  understanding  of 
it. 
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Mr.  BREEDING.  I  would  like  to  make 
this  further  remark,  that  if  we  put  this 
limitation  on  at  $3,000,  it  will  automati¬ 
cally  cut  out  40  percent  of  the  operators 
in  the  summer  fallow  wheat  producing 
area  of  the  United  States  from  partici¬ 
pation  in  the  soil  bank. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  add  that  some 
of  the  examples  that  have  been  brought 
to  our  committee  would  lead  to  the  be¬ 
lief  that  somebody  should  be  cut  out. 
It  is  very  bad  in  some  areas.  We  have 
evidence  where  land  has  been  sold  with¬ 
out  any  downpayment  and  then  rented 
to  the  Government  for  much  more  than 
the  land  is  worth,  and  the  seller  has  re¬ 
quired  transfer  or  an  assignment  to 
him  of  two-thirds  of  the  Government 
payment.  So  you  wind  up  with  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  getting  little  or  nothing  and 
the  seller  gets  about  twice  the  value  of 
his  land.  The  tenant  gets  something  be¬ 
cause  he  was  not  out  any  downpayment 
to  start  with.  These  restrictions  have 
come  into  this  bill  after  we  have  had 
quite  a  bit  of  information  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  excesses  both  last  year  and 
this  year. _ 

Mr.  BREEDING.  I  am  sure  that  is 
true  in  many  cases.  I  do  not  pretend  to 
protect  any  one  who  is  trying  to  defeat 
the  intent  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act,  but  I 
happen  to  come  from  an  area  in  the 
United  States  where  there  are  large  op¬ 
erators.  _ 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  House  voted  to 
cut  out  the  soil  bank  after  this  year 
on  a  very  close  vote.  The  Senate  pro¬ 
vided  a  limitation  of  $5,000  and  the 
House,  $2,500,  and  then  of  course  the 
House  killed  the  program  after  this 
year.  In  view  of  those  two  actions  by 
the  Senate  and  the  House,  including  this 
$5,000  limitation  and  the  action  of  the 
House  with  $2,500  limitation,  the  con¬ 
ferees  agreed  on  what  appears  to  me  to 
be  a  reasonable  solution  of  the  problem, 
at  least  as  reasonable  as  we  could  agree 
upon. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  revise  and  extend 
my  remarks  at  this  point. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

WHEAT  PROBLEM  SHARPENED 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Speaker  and 
distinguished  colleagues,  I  would  like  to 
make  a  few  remarks  here  today  about 
the  conditions  existing  in  Kansas  per¬ 
taining  to  wheat  production  and  the 
limitations  of  the  soil-bank  program  as 
proposed  by  the  conference  committee. 

The  1957  Kansas  wheat  crop  is  being 
estimated  at  between  60  and  90  million 
bushels. 

One  thing  is  overwhelmingly  certain: 
No  one  has  done  more  than  the  Kansas 
wheat  farmer  to  solve  the  Government’s 
wheat-surplus  problem.  Admittedly,  he 
has  not  done  it  altogether  deliberately, 
and  the  Lord  deserves  most  of  the  credit. 
But  the  facts  are  there. 

Just  5  years  ago,  the  State  produced 
over  300  million  bushels  of  wheat.  This 
year  it  is  producing  one-sixth  as  much. 

If  any  other  State  in  the  Nation  has 
had  a  five-sixths  reduction  in  the  output 
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of  its  major  industry  in  half  a  decade, 
I  have  yet  to  hear  about  it. 

The  spring  rains  threatened  for  awhile 
to  ruin  our  record  and  give  us  a  siz¬ 
able  crop.  But  Kansas  weather  took 
care  of  that.  It  rained  too  much. 

So  Kansas  has  done  her  part  for  the 
United  States  of  America,  raising  less 
wheat  as  patriotically  as  she  raised  more 
wheat  for  the  red,  white  and  blue  dur¬ 
ing  World  War  n. 

And  what  is  to  be  our  reward? 

There  is  still  a  wheat  surplus.  Kan¬ 
sas  cannot  be  blamed  for  it.  But  Kansas 
still  will  pay  for  it.  Subsoil  moisture 
has  been  restored.  The  seedbed  for  the 
1958  wheat  crop  should  be  the  best  since 
1951.  But  it  will  be  a  narrow  bed.  Acre¬ 
age  allotment  for  the  State  is  virtually 
the  same  as  for  the  past  year. 

To  be  sure,  the  Kansas  farmer  will  be 
paid  for  wheat  he  does  not  plant,  with 
soil-bank  checks;  but  the  payments  will 
not  look  nearly  as  good  in  the  face  of 
a  good  wheat  year,  as  they  did  against 
this  year’s  drought  prospects. 

The  legend,  “The  wheat  State”  on  the 
license  plates,  will  continue  to  look  a 
little  ironic. 

AIM  AT  SCARCITY 

The  Government’s  agricultural  pro¬ 
gram  is  based  on  a  premise  of  over¬ 
abundance.  It  has  been  aimed  at  mak¬ 
ing  wheat  scarce  when  it  was  already 
too  scarce  in  Kansas.  Now  that  the 
prospect  is  for  wheat  abundance  in  Kan¬ 
sas,  the  Government-imposed  scarcity 
will,  from  all  indications,  continue. 

Kansas  must  continue  to  fig"ht  for  the 
right  to  raise  more  wheat — the  crop  it 
raises  best.  This  was  something  of  an 
academic  problem  in  the  past  few  years, 
when  we  could  not  raise  much  anyway, 
because  of  drought.  But  it  is  a  real  goal 
now. 

There  have  been  numerous  sugges¬ 
tions  for  reaching  the  goal:  The  Wheat 
Commission’s  project  to  find  more  uses 
for  wheat,  thus  increasing  the  demand; 
the  elimination  of  the  “15-acre  wheat 
farmer”;  the  limiting  of  the  commercial 
wheat  producing  area  to  regions  like 
Kansas. 

Whatever  the  answer,  it  needs  to  be 
pursued  even  more  vigorously  than  be¬ 
fore. 

The  end  of  the  drought  did  not  solve 
our  problem;  it  merely  sharpened  it. 

In  the  June  1,  1957,  issue  of  Doane’s 
Agricultural  Digest  is  a  page  entitled 
“This  Month  in  Washington.”  This  ar¬ 
ticle  mentions,  and  I  quote: 

Another  point  stressed  was  that  large  op¬ 
erators  were  receiving  checks  of  from  $25,000 
to  $40,000  for  keeping  land  out  of  production. 
To  guard  against  this  the  House  wrote  in  a 
stipulation  that  Soil  Bank  checks  will  be 
limited  to  $2,500  per  farm.  Even  if  the 
acreage  reserve  is  reinstated  for  1958,  you 
can  expect  this  directive  to  stick.  The  big 
fat  checks  are  a  thing  of  the  past. 

If  this  becomes  a  true  prediction,  then 
the  acreage  reserve  program  for  1958  as 
I  see  it,  will  for  all  practical  purposes  of 
accomplishment  be  out  in  the  summer 
fallow  wheat  belt  in  the  United  States, 
because  a  $3,000  limitation  per  farm, 
would  prohibit  over  40  percent  of  all 
operators  from  participating. 


To  put  this  limitation  on  our  wheat 
farmers  would  remove  all  incentive  to 
cut  production  in  the  summer  fallow 
wheat  area.  I  realize  that  during  the 
debate  on  the  acreage  reserve  program, 
much  bitterness  was  displayed.  Time 
and  again  my  colleagues  would  point  out 
how  inequitable  the  program  was.  I 
think  the  main  illustration  used  was  that 
each  New  Hampshire  farm  received  an 
average  Soil  Bank  allocation  of  $1.37, 
while  Kansas  farms  received  an  average 
allocation  of  $700  per  farm.  This,  of 
course,  is  political  thinking  in  the  area 
where  they  had  the  vote. 

For  the  purpose  of  explaining  my  po¬ 
sition  let  me  give  you  this  true  example : 

Under  the  1957  acreage  reserve  pro¬ 
gram,  this  company  is  owner  of  300,000 
acreas  of  Wheatland,  and  allocated  to 
this  300,000  acres  was  approximately 
100,000  acres  of  1957  wheat  allotment. 
All  of  this  land,  of  course,  is  rented  to 
tenant  operators  on  the  basis  of  one- 
third  or  one-fourth  of  the  crop  delivered 
to  market.  Through  their  tenants,  80,555 
acres  of  the  1957  allocated  wheat  allot¬ 
ment  was  placed  in  the  acreage  reserve. 
In  other  words,  they  were  participating 
over  80  percent,  and  the  heaviest  par¬ 
ticipation  is  in  the  western  part  of  Kan¬ 
sas  and  the  eastern  part  of  Colorado 
where  these  holdings  are  located,  run¬ 
ning  as  high  as  97  percent  in  certain 
counties.  This  300,000  acres  was  rented 
to  approximately  500  tenants  and  con¬ 
sisted  of  approximately  650  units. 

As  I  mentioned  before,  farm  units  in 
western  Kansas  and  eastern  Colorado 
are  much  larger  than  other  parts  of  the 
United  States,  and  more  than  40  percent 
of  the  tenant  operators  and  owner  op¬ 
erators  would  be  eliminated  if  the  acre¬ 
age  reserve  is  limited  to  $3,000. 

Also,  as  I  mentioned  before,  with  this 
limitation,  it  would  be  impossible  for  this 
company  to  participate  in  the  program. 
They  would  have  to  take  steps  to  see  that 
their  tenants  did  not  sign  up  any  of  this 
land  for  the  fall  of  1958. 

In  this  type  of  operation,  in  order  to 
pay  the  taxes  on  the  land,  supervise  and 
produce,  there  are  expenses  that  must 
be  met.  If  the  total  to  be  received  un¬ 
der  the  soil  bank  for  80,555  acres  were 
only  $3,000  this  company  would  soon  go 
bankrupt.  For  example,  their  real  es¬ 
tate  taxes  in  Kansas  and  Colorado  are 
approximately  $100,000  and  they  will 
pay  back  to  the  Federal  Government 
in  income  taxes  better  than  52  percent 
of  any  amount  received. 

My  area  of  the  country  is  particularly 
suited  to  large  operations  because  of 
the  contour  of  the  land  and  the  climatic 
conditions.  It  is  not  uncommon  for 
1  operator  to  farm  10  to  20  quarter- 
sections  .of  land.  If  this  provision  of 
$3,000  per  farm  is  retained  I  think  it 
will  defeat  the  farm  program  consider¬ 
ably.  There  would  be  more  production 
than  ever  on  the  part  of  the  large  oper¬ 
ators  in  the  high  plains  area,  not  only 
in  my  State  but  in  many  surrounding 
States. 

I  am  very  much  opposed  to  the  $3,000 
limitation,  or  any  kind  of  a  limitation. 
I  realize  that  we  get  our  production  not 
from  individual  farmers,  as  this  provi¬ 


sion  would  make  it  mandatory,  but  our 
reduction  comes  from  reducing  produc¬ 
tion  under  acreage  controls  and  should 
be  kept  on  this  basis  rather  than  on  a 
restricted  individual  basis. 

It  is  my  sincere  hope  that  you  remove 
any  restrictions  for  individual  farms.  If 
you  are  unable  to  remove  the  limitation 
provision  entirely  I  would  suggest  that 
you  make  the  limitation  more  liberal. 

(Mr.  VANIK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
take  the  opportunity  to  oppose  amend¬ 
ment  No.  22  in  the  conference  report  ac¬ 
companying  H.  R.  7441.  This  amend¬ 
ment  appropriates  $162,940,000  for  the 
soil  bank  program  and  authorizes  $325 
million  for  future  programs. 

The  soil  bank  program,  as  adminis¬ 
tered,  has  failed  to  make  any  substan¬ 
tial  or  worthwhile  contribution  to  the 
increase  or  stability  of  farm  income. 
This  dole  to  the  farmer  will  produce 
nothing  more  than  a  half-billion-dollar 
headache  for  the  American  taxpayer. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
supporting  the  proposed  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Adminis¬ 
tration  appropriation  bill,  1958,  as  modi¬ 
fied  in  the  conference  report.  I  support 
this  bill  not  because  it  meets  with  my 
approval  on  all  counts  but  because  it  is 
probably  the  best  bill  that  we  can  pass  at 
this  time. 

I  have  believed  from  the  very  outset 
that  those  who  view  the  soil  bank  as  a 
complete  answer  to  the  farm  problem  are 
mistaken.  Early  in  1956  when  the  soil 
bank  plan  was  being  debated,  I  said  pub¬ 
licly  that  it  could  not  serve  as  a  substi¬ 
tute  for  a  farm  parity  support  program. 
The  experience  of  the  past  year  has  con¬ 
firmed  my  earlier  judgment. 

I  have  always  believed  as  I  do  now  that 
the  soil  bank  principle  should  be  used  as 
a  supplement  to  the  farm  parity  pro¬ 
gram,  not  as  a  substitute.  Farmers 
must  be  assured  of  a  fair  price  for  their 
commodities  before  we  can  expect  them 
to  cooperate  in  any  effective  program  of 
crop  limitation. 

I  voted  for  the  extension  of  the  soil 
bank  appropriation  for  1958  when  it  was 
on  the  House  floor  sometime  ago.  I  vote 
for  it  again  today.  I  do  so  with  the 
determination  to  renew  my  efforts  for  a 
price-support  program  on  fann  commod¬ 
ities  that  will  assure  farmers  at  least 
90  percent  of  parity. 

I  am  proud  of  the  fact  that  the  over¬ 
whelming  majority  of  the  members  of 
my  party  in  the  Congress  joined  together 
to  pass  just  such  parity  legislation  a  year 
ago.  It  is  regrettable  that  the  President 
vetoed  that  legislation.  It  is  equally  re¬ 
grettable  that  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  has  refused  to  use  his  authority  to 
support  farm  commodities  at  the  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  level.  Nevertheless,  the 
Congress  should  renew  its  efforts  to  pass 
such  legislation  again  in  the  hope  that 
the  President  may  see  fit  this  time  to 
change  his  mind  and  sign  such  a  meas¬ 
ure  into  law.  Any  such  program  should, 
of  course,  be  geared  primarily  to  the 
needs  of  the  family  size  farmer. 
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I  intend  to  devote  a  great  part  of  my 
time  and  effort  in  the  Congress  to  the 
continuing  fight  for  an  improved  farm 
program.  It  is  ridiculous  that  at  a  time 
of  great  national  prosperity  farmers 
should  be  experiencing  economic  hard¬ 
ship  and  painful  insecurity. 

During  the  balance  of  this  session  of 
Congress  and  again  in  1958,  I  intend  to 
bring  the  farm  problem  to  the  attention 
of  the  Congress  in  a  series  of  weekly 
speeches  until  such  time  as  this  critical 
national  problem  is  satisfactorily  re¬ 
solved. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  the  votes  by 
which  action  was  taken  on  the  several 
motions  was  laid  on  the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re¬ 
marks  on  the  conference  report. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PERMISSION  TO  ACCEPT  A 
FOREIGN  DECORATION 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  present 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  8594)  to 
authorize  the  Honorable  Albert  P. 
Morano,  Member  of  Congress,  to  accept 
and  wear  the  award  of  the  Cross  of 
Commander  of  the  Royal  Order  of  the 
Phoenix  conferred  upon  him  by  His  Ma¬ 
jesty  the  King  of  the  Hellenes. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  ? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Honorable 
Albert  P.  Morano,  Member  of  Congress,  is 
authorized  to  accept  the  award  of  the  Cross 
of  Commander  of  the  Royal  Order  of  the. 
Phoenix  conferred  upon  him  by  His  Maj¬ 
esty  the  King  of  the  Hellenes,  together 
with  any  decorations  and  documents  .evi¬ 
dencing  such  award.  The  Secretary  of.,State 
is  authorized  and  directed  to  deliver/to  the 
Honorable  Albert  P.  Morano  any/decora- 
tions  and  documents  evidencing  such  award. 

Sec.  2.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
section  2  of  the  act  of  January  31,  1881  (5 
TJ.  S.  C.,  sec.  114),  or  any  either  provision 
of  law,  the  Honorable  Albert  P.  Morano 
may  wear  and  display  the  decoration  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  the  first  section  of  this  act 
after  acceptance  thereof/’ 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time  and  passed;  and  a  motion  to  re¬ 
consider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


INSPECTION  OF  POULTRY  AND 
POULTRY  PRODUCTS 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Committee  on  Rules  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  309. 


The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as 
follows :  - 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
(H.  R.  8240)  to  authorize  certain  construc- 
i  tion  at  military  installations,  and  for  other 
purposes,  and  all  points  of  order  against 
said  bill  are  hereby  waived,  except  that  it 
shall  be  in  order  to  make  a  point  of  order 
against  section  411.  After  general  debate, 
which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  con¬ 
tinue  not  to  exceed  two  hours,  to  be  divided 
and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  rank¬ 
ing  minority  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for 
amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At 
s  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall 
rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with 
such  amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted, 
and  the  previous  question  shall  be  consid¬ 
ered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments 
thereto  to  final  passage  without  intervening 
motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 

Ir.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
30\ninutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
noisVMr.  Allen]  and  yield  myself  sue] 
time  as  I  may  consume. 

The  \SPEAKER.  The  gentleman/is 
recogniz^ 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  House 
Resolution  304  provides  for  the  consider¬ 
ation  of  H.  R‘?J5814.  The  resolution  pro¬ 
vides  for  an  open  rule  and  hours  of 
general  debate  6n  the  bill. 

H.  R.  6814  establishes  a  compulsory  in¬ 
spection  by  the  Federal  Government  of 
poultry  and  poultrXproducts  in  inter¬ 
state  commerce  and  is' major  intrastate 
consuming  areas  designated  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture. 

The  bill  require/ ante  mortem  inspec¬ 
tion  where  and  (to  the  extent  the  Secre¬ 
tary  deems  necessary  and  requires  post 
mortem  inspection  of  each  carcass  in 
plants  processing  poultry  ancNpoultry 
products.  / 

Sanitary  regulations  are  to  be  get  up 
by  the  .Secretary  for  the  purposes  onjhe 
act,  and  inspection  services  will  be 
fusqd  processing  plants  failing  to  mei 
the"  requirements.  Containers  of  poul-' 
tCy  products  inspected  and  found  whole¬ 
some  are  to  be  labeled  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  bill. 

H.  R.  6814  does  not  regulate  the  han¬ 
dling,  shipment,  or  sale  of  live  poultry 
and  does  not  apply  to  poultry  processors 
engaged  in  intrastate  commerce,  except, 
as  I  have  stated,  in  major  consuming 
areas  designated  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  4  of  the  bill.  Also,  the 
bill  does  not  apply  to  the  processing  or 
sale  of  egg  or  egg  products  or  game 
birds.  Exemptions  are  provided  for  pro¬ 
ducers  who  process  their  own  poultry  for 
sale  direct  to  household  consumers.  The 
Secretary  is  also  authorized  to  grant 
exemptions  under  certain  circumstances 
to  retailers  and  processors  within  certain 
urban  areas,  and  poultry  processed  in 
accordance  with  religious  dietary  laws. 

Prohibited  acts  are  listed  in  the  bill. 
It  also  provides  for  the  imposing  of  in¬ 
junctions  to  restrain  violations,  but  does 
give  the  Secretary  discretion  to  issue 
warnings  in  lieu  of  criminal  or  injunc¬ 
tion  proceedings. 
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If  enacted,  no  person  shall  be  subject 
to  the  act  prior  to  January  1,  1959. 

It  is  estimated  that  the  cost  of  the>pro- 
gram  when  fully  in  effect  will  be  approxi¬ 
mately  $10  million  annually. 

I  urge  prompt  adoption  of  this  reso¬ 
lution  so  the  House  may  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  H.  R.  6814. 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  /Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  such  time  as  she/may  desire  to 
the  gentlewoman  frorfi  Ohio  [Mrs. 
Bolton]. 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  this 
day  and  age  of  fanojr  packaging  and  new 
marketing  techniques,  the  American 
housewife  can  no longer  use  many  of  her 
old  tried-and-ytfue  ways  of  determining 
the  quality  of  the  foods  she  buys.  The 
packaging  .obscures  the  product.  The 
new  marketing  techniques  do  not  permit 
the  little- rule-of-the-thumb  tests  of  the 
past. 

This  is  especially  true  of  poultry.  The 
eviscerated  chicken  of  today  can  look 
good  and  still  have  been  diseased.  The 
aousewife  needs  some  new  way  of  telling 
''whether  the  poultry  in  the  grocery  store 
or  supermarket  should  go  on  her  dinner 
table. 

With  red  meat,  we  have  found  com¬ 
pulsory  inspection  by  trained  inspectors 
to  be  an  effective  and  inexpensive  way  of 
assuring  the  housewife  of  clean  and 
wholesome  food.  The  same  can  and 
should  be  done  with  poultry. 

H.  R.  6814  will  give  the  housewife  the 
protection  she  wants  and  needs  for  her 
family.  I  urge  the  Congress  to  help  her 
by  enacting  this  legislation  for  compul¬ 
sory  poultry  inspection. 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  myself  1  minute. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  gentleman  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  Trimble]  has  explained  this 
rule  and  the  bill  it  makes  in  order.  I 
understand  there  is  some  opposition  to 
the  bill  although  personally  I  feel  it  is  a 
good  one. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  May  I  ask,  Does 
le  gentleman  have  any  idea  what  the 
cb£t  of  this  bill  will  be? 

ir.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  I  believe  a  little 
less  than  $5  million. 

Mr.\REES  of  Kansas.  A  year?  I 
thougntit  would  cost  more. 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  That  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  REE&of  Kansas.  How  many  new 
inspectors  will  be  necessary  if  the  bill  is 
approved? 

Mr.  ALLEN  o  ^Illinois.  I  think  it  would 
be  best  for  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
to  ask  that  of  som/member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  \  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Halleck]. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  MrT  Speaker,  the  two 
questions  asked  by  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  are  part  of  the  reasons  why  I  am 
taking  the  floor  at  this  time  to  ^oppose 
this  bill.  I  never  like  to  find  myself  in 
disagreement  with  one' of  the  legislative 
committees.  An  observation  of  Yhe 


•  t 

j  Ub  .  ■  f  ‘"f 


:y  1  .  ^ 

•  ’t  '  :  v 

i  04 

e  a  : 

!i  lift  IhH  pi 
t-  .  b  i'  'rtr  . 


POf-. 


P  CONGRESSIONAL 
} , — , — f  PROCEEDINGS 

|  CF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  ASRiCULTURE, 


CE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 
(Fok  Department  staff  Only) 


Agricultural 

appropriations . 1 

Appropriations . 1,4 

Audit . 12 

Budget . 13,28 

Census . 17 

Dairy  industry. . .  .....  2 

Electrification. . .  ,\l4,16 

Farm  program . V..15 

/Feed  grains . .\.  8 

'  Fiscal 
Fish 


Issued 
For  actions  of 


CONTENTS 

Foreign  aid. . . . 5 

Forestry . 32 

Grain . 2,8 

Imports . 29,35 

Insect  control. . 2 

Lands. . 2 

Livestock . 33  , 

Missouri  River . 12 

Natural  resources . ,22 

Patents . 21 

Peanuts . 2 

Personnel . 18,23,31 


August  2,  19Sf 
August  1,  19$7 
85th-lst,  No.  137 


Reclamation . 10/20,27,36 

Research . x . ........  3 

Rice, . .Y* . 3 

Rural  development . 25 

Smal  1  bu sines s . 6 

Textilesy,/ . 19,29 

Tobacc<y\ . 7 

Transportation. . . .  . 24 

Water. . 10,11,26 

Wh/at . 9,30 

ldlife . 34 


HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  adopted  conference  report  on  Agriculture  appropriation  bill. 
Rep.  Cooley  and  others  criticized  USDA  farm  policies.  Senate  committee  reported 
bills  to  remove  green  peanuts  from  marketing  penalties,  relieve  certain  persons  of 
expense  for  khapra  beetle  eradication,  permit  qoarges  for  grain  standards  inspec¬ 
tion  appeals,  and  establish  a  research  prograj/  to  produce  fish  on  flooded  rice 
acreage.  Sen.  Neuberger  criticized  USDA  objections  to  his  bill  to  reomove  tobacco 
from  price  support  list.  Sen.  Symingtodvcfiticized  proposed  feed  grains  program. 
Reps.  Cooley  and  Hill  introduced  bills  t/S;ransfer  certain  functions  under  Packers 
and  Stockyards  Act  to  FTC. 
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AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.R.  7441, 
the  agricultural  appropriation  bill  for  1958.  Concurred  in  the  House  amendment 
to  the  Senate  amendment  regarding  acreage  reserve  payments.  See  Digest  117  for 
other  items  of  interest.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp. 
12090,  12099-12107 


The  Agriculture 
Prairie  County, 


2.  LANDS;  DAIRY  INDUSTRY/  INSECT  CONTROL;  GRAIN  STANDARDS; 
and  Forestry  Committee  reported  the  following  bills: 

Without  ameadraent  H.R.  2259,  to  convey  certain  lands 
Ark..  (S,  Rept/  783)  ; 

With  amendment  S.  1962,  to  convey  certain  USDA  land  near  Ss^wie,  Md. ,  to  the 
Perkins  Chandl  Methodist  Church  (S.  Rept.  784)  ; 

With  amendments  S.  1696,  making  surplus  dairy  commodities  ava\^.able  to  the 
Coast  Guard  and  Merchant  Marine  Academies  (S.  Rept.  785); 

Wi th  amendments  S.  1805,  to  relieve  certain  persons  of  expense  fdr  khapra 
beetle  eradication  (S.  Rept.  736); 

With  amendment  S.  2007,  to  permit  charges  for  grain  standards  inspection 
appeals  (S.  Rept.  787) ;  and  \ 

Without  amendment  H.R.  6570,  to  exempt  green  peanuts  from  marketing  quotas 


(S.  Rept.  783).  p.  12057 


\ 


3.  p£^EARCH;  RICE.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  reported  with 
amendments  S.  1552,  to  authorize  a  research  program  on  the  production  of 
fisK  on  flooded  rice  acreage  (S.  Rept.  780).  p.  12057 


4.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Adopted  the  conference  report  on  H.R.  7665,  Defense  Department 
appropriation  bill  for  1958.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  Preside; 

...  pp.  12077*89 


5.  FOREIGN  AID. \  Senate  conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  2130,  the  mutual/security 
authorization  bill.  House  conferees  were  appointed  July  22.  pp/12089-90 


6.  SMALL  BUSINESS.  ^By  unanimous  consent  agreed  to  vote  on  S.  2504./ to  extend  the 
Small  Business  Aotoinistration  after  one  hour  of  debate  on  Fri/,  Aug.  2.  p. 
12154 


7.  TOBACCO.  Sen.  Neuberger  criticized  the  Department  for  what'  he  termed  an 

"adverse  and  frivolous\reaction"  to  his  proposal  to  remove  tobacco  from  the 
list  of  basic  crops  qualifying  for  price  supports,  and/inserted  an  article 
asserting  that  smoking  causes  lung  cancer,  pp.  12057/8 


11, 


12 


14. 


15 


8.  FEED  GRAINS.  Sen.  SymingtonVnserted  the  Department’s  summary  of  proposals  for 
a  feed  grains  program  and  criticized  these  plansyas  giving  "the  farmer  the  kind 
of  freedom  which  results  in  agricultural  bankruptcy."  pp.  12068-9 


9.  WHEAT.  Sen.  Bricker  urged  enactment  of  a  bilT'  to  exempt  from  penalties  wheat 
grown  for  feed  or  seed  used  on  the\farra,  and  inserted  articles  and  editorials 
concerning  the  legal  efforts  of  an, Ohio  former  to  prevent  ASC  Committeemen 
from  penalizing  him  for  planting  sucn\p^nalty  wheat,  pp.  12073-5 


10.  RECLAMATION;  WATER  RESOURCES.  The  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  Subcommittee 

ordered  reported  to  the  Interior  anc/Insular  Affairs  Committee  the  following 
bills:  /  \ 

S.  1031,  authorizing  construction  of  7\ji 
Division  of  the  Chief  Jospeh  Project;  and 

S.  2431,  granting  Congressional  consent  t&^the  Oregon-California  compact 
in  regard  to  the  Klamath  River  Basin,  p.  D718 


mits  of  the  Greater  Wenatchee 


WATER  RESOURCES.  Sen.  Morse  inserted  an  editorial  ^leging  that  ex-interior 
Secretary  McKay's  appointment  to  the  International  Joint  Commission  was  the 
result  of  the  services  He  rendered  the  Administration\in  defending  their  power 
policies.  p.  12077 


c 


MISSOURI  RIVER.  Received  from  the  Comptroller  General  an  a^udit  report  on  the 
Missouri  River  Basan  water  resources  development  program,  dorps  of  Engineers 
arid  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  for  fiscal  year  1956.  p.  12057 

/ 

13.  BUDGET.  Sen.  Byrd  inserted  a  speech  by  Gen.  MacArthur  stating 

too  high  and/were  causing  inflation,  and  that  the  Federal  budge  ^.should  be 
reduced.  pp.  12178-81 


at  taxes  were 


ELECTRIFICATION.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  repori 
favorably  the  nomination  of  Jerome  K.  Kuykendall  as  a  member  of  the 
Power/Commission  (S.  Ex.  Rept.  11).  p.  12181 


HOUSE 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Reps.  Cooley,  Poage,  and  Albert  criticized  the  farm  policies  of 
'this  Department.  pp.  12003-05 
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unaniftmus  consent  to  the  handling  of 
any  unprivileged  matters  in  the  Senate. 
That  is  also  in  consonance  with  one  of 
the  rules  ok  the  Senate,  which  I  recom¬ 
mend  for  the  study  of  the  gentlemen 
who  sit  in  the Sjadio,  television,  and  press 
gallery.  I  suggest  that  when  they  write 
on  Senate  procedures  they  have  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  tek  their  readers  and 
viewers  and  listeners,  the  facts  about  the 
rules.  I  thought  I  mul  made  my  posi¬ 
tion  very  clear  yesterday,  but  I  judge, 
from  some  of  the  radiocasts  and  televi- 
sioncasts  and  newspaperNarticles,  that 
the  newspapermen  were  elsewhere  than 
in  the  press  and  radio  and  television  gal¬ 
lery  when  this  matter  was  discussed  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate.  At  least  some 
of  the  reports  would  indicate  thm  they 
were  absent  in  mind  if  not  in  body. 

When  it  comes  to  any  unprivileged 
matter  in  the  Senate,  each  Senator  Has 
a  right  to  object  to  a  unanimous-con^ 
sent  proposal  that  seeks  temporarily  to'’ 
lay  aside  the  business  pending  before 
the  Senate  in  order  to  consider  such 
unprivileged  matter.  So  far  as  the  < 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  concerned,  he 
will  object  to  the  consideration  of  any 
unprivileged  matter. 

What  I  have  just  said  applies  to  the 
Small  Business  Administration  bill. 
Some  members  of  the  press  interviewed 
me  this  morning  as  to  what  my  position 
was  on  the  Small  Business  Administra¬ 
tion  bill.  I  have  nothing  to  conceal 
about  my  view.  That  bill  is  not  a  privi¬ 
leged  matter.  It  is  subject  to  a  point  of 
order  if  it  is  brought  up  on  this  legis¬ 
lative  day,  because  it  was  placed  on  the 
calendar  in  this  legislative  day.  If  a 
motion  were  made  to  adjourn  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  which  would  be  required  in  order 
to  bring  up  the  bill,  and  thus  to  get 
around  the  point  of  order  I  unquestion¬ 
ably  would  raise,  the  bill  would  then 
have  to  be  considered  in  the  morning 
hour,  which  ends  always  at  2  o’clock. 
Until  some  concessions  are  made  in  re¬ 
gard  to  a  time  certain  to  vote  on  the 
pending  civil  rights  amendment,  I  want 
to  say  for  the  benefit  of  the  gentlemen 
in  the  press  and  radio  and  television 
gallery,  that  I  will  prevent  a  vote  during 
any  morning  hour.  I  have  a  whole 
series  of  subject  matters  I  am  just  waijs 
ing  to  discuss  in  the  Senate,  under, the 
rules  of  the  Senate,  in  the  morning 
hour.  When  I  do  that  in  the  meaning 
hour,  I  shall  be  within  the  rules' of  the 
Senate,  and  I  shall  be  following  the 
orderly  procedures  of  the  Senate.  I 
hope  the  editors  of  the  Washington  Post, 
and  the  Washington  Star/for  that  mat¬ 
ter,  who  need  a  refresher  course,  not 
only  on  Senate  procedures,  but  on  con¬ 
stitutional  law,  will  start  publishing  the 
truth  about  the  parliamentary  situation 
in  the  Senate.  I c  is  time  to  place  the 
blame  where  it/belongs  for  the  parlia¬ 
mentary  situation  in  the  Senate.  That 
blame  does  not  rest  on  the  shoulders  of 
the  senior  .Senator  from  Oregon  but  on 
those  that  vote  to  put  the  civil-rights 
bill  directly  on  the  Senate  Calendar 
without  consideration  by  the  Senate 
Judiafary  Committee. 

5,  Mr.  President,  until  in  the  parlia- 
Sntary  struggle  in  which  we  are  now 
avolved  we  can  get  some  concessions 


with  regard  to  the  pending  amendment, 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  repeats  that 
every  parliamentary  right  he  has  under 
the  rules  of  the  Senate  will  be  exercised. 

Let  me  say  further,  Mr.  President,  and 
respectfully,  that  I  completely  disagree 
with  the  position  taken  by  a  few  of  my 
liberal  friends,  and  I  understand  that 
more  and  more  of  them  are  gradually 
coming  around  to  my  point  of  view, 
which  does  not  surprise  me,  because  I 
think  I  have  been  standing  for  the  true 
liberal  position  with  regard  to  this  civil 
rights  issue  from  the  very  beginning.  I 
understand  some  of  my  liberal  friends 
are  beginning  to  see  now  that  when  in  a 
parliamentary  struggle  negotiations  are 
started  to  seek  to  provide  a  procedure 
for  the  handling  of  some  emergency  leg¬ 
islation,  one  ought  to  have  at  least  a 
little  understanding  of  the  philosophy  of 
David  Harum. 

My  horse-trading  propensities  stand 
me  in  good  stead.  I  do  not  trade  away 
good  horse  and  get  nothing  back  but  a 
lggy  whip  that  may  be  used  on  my  own 
b^ck.  I  at  least  try  to  get  a  horse  of 
equfed  value. 

In\his  particular  situation,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  if  there  is  any  trade  of  parliamen¬ 
tary  accommodations  in  this  parliamen¬ 
tary  struggle,  I  want  a  concessioiywith 
regard  to  the  jury  trial  amendment  vote, 
with  a  time  certain  fixed  to  vot 

Oh,  I  knovV\what  the  proponents  of 
small  business  say.  I  hear /from  them, 
too.  Let  me  say  so  them  that  as  soon  as 
we  get  through  vHth  the  jury  amend¬ 
ment  and  the  entirk  cufil  rights  issue  I 
shall  be  one  of  the  cosponsors  of  a  bill, 
if  someone  beats  mytd\ofTering  the  bill, 
to  provide  for  the  Small  Business  Admin¬ 
istration.  I  shay  be  either  the  author 
or  a  cosponsor  of  a  bill  which  will  seek  to 
reestablish  th^r  Small  Business  Adminis¬ 
tration,  and  Jam  sure  within  a’few  hours 
after  we  have  disposed  of  the  civil  rights 
issue  wey&ull  have  the  Small  Business 
Administration  back  in  operation. 

In  older  to  keep  the  record  straight — 
I  say4his  kindly  but  factually — althoufe 
mych  blame  from  certain  Sources  wit 
placed  upon  my  shoulders  for  what1 
las  happened  to  the  Small  Business  Ad¬ 
ministration  bill,  if  certain  people  can 
get  by  with  it,  I  say  to  them,  as  I  said 
to  the  pear  orchard  spokesmen  of  Oregon 
yesterday,  “What  are  you  calling  me  for? 
Why  do  you  not  call  the  chairman  of 
the  conference  committee  regarding  your 
subject  matter?  The  conference  report 
could  have  been  brought  up  at  any  time 
after  the  conferees  reached  an  agree¬ 
ment.” 

So,  I  say  to  those  interested  in  the 
Small  Business  Administration  bill,  as 
I  am,  “What  are  you  calling  me  for?” 

I  stood  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  not 
so  many  days  ago  and  sought  a  7-day 
period  during  which  to  handle  emergency 
legislation.  The  speech  was  perfectly 
clear.  I  forewarned  what  would  happen. 
I  said  in  that  speech  that  if  we  did  not 
follow  the  course  of  action  I  suggested, 
other  measures  would  be  caught  behind 
the  logjam  of  the  proposed  civil-rights 
legislation.  We  needed  an  official  com¬ 
mittee  report  on  the  bill.  But  a  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  Senate  disagreed  with  me. 
They  exercised  their  rights.  They  voted 


against  my  motion  to  refer  the  civil- 
rights  bill  to  the  Senate  Judiciary  Com> 
mittee  with  instructions  to  report  bs 
in  7  days.  All  I  am  doing  is  exercising 
my  rights. 

I  am  perfectly  willing  to  let  thyfrublic 
judge  where  the  responsibility  should 
rest  for  nonaction  by  the  Senate  on 
unprivileged  legislative  matters. 

I  want  to  say,  Mr.  Presidem,  in  closing, 
that  the  debates  we  have  had  on  the 
civil-rights  bill — the  dej/ate  of  the  past 
several  days,  the  debate  of  last  night, 
and  the  deb§6*  of  thi^morning — show,  in 
my  opinion,  how  right  I  was  in  the  posi¬ 
tion  I  took  that  ttfere  ought  to  be  called 
before  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary 
outstanding  ^yftnesses,  great  constitu¬ 
tional  law  authorities,  great  scholars  in 
the  field  of  ^constitutional  law,  to  give  the 
Senate  of  the  United  States  through  its 
regular  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  ex¬ 
pert  testimony,  views,  and  opinions  the 
Senate  should  have,  on  the  basis  of  which  - 
to  Write  legislation.  Instead  of  that  the 
Senate  is  trying  to  write  a  bill  which 
becoming  more  complicated  with  every 
''amendment  or  every  modification  of  an 
amendment  proposed.  We  now  have  a 
bill  which,  so  far  as  constitutional  law 
is  concerned,  is  not  limited  to  the  civil- 
rights  issue.  It  has  gone  into  many  fields 
involving  constitutional  problems  of  our 
entire  judicial  system.  In  my  judgment 
the  bill  will  end  up  as  a  legislative  mon¬ 
strosity,  and  will  plague  the  courts,  which 
will  not  even  have  an  official  committee 
report  on  the  basis  of  which  to  make  an 
interpretation  of  the  congressional  in¬ 
tent  and  purpose  of  the  legislation. 

I  say  these  things,  Mr.  President,  not 
because  I  want  to/  be  unpleasant,  but 
because  I  think  as  a  matter  of  right  and 
duty  I  owe  it  to  myself  to  keep  the  record 
straight. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 

MUTUAL  SECURITY  ACT  OF  1954 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

SThe  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

Thp  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  JtoHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objectionMt  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSdN  of  Texas.  I  thank  my 
friend,  the  Senator  from  California,  for 
suggesting  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  President,  ^parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it.  \ 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Tex^s.  Has  the 
conference  report  on  the  Department  of 
Defense  appropriation  bill  been  agreed 
to?  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  .It  was 
agreed  to  unanimously. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  that  the  Chair  lay  before 
the  Senate  a  privileged  matter,  the  Hou$e 
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amendments  to  Senate  bill  2130,  the 
Mutual  Security  Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives  announcing  its 
action  on  Sep  ate  bill  2130,  which  was 
read  as  follows: 

In  the  House  of  representatives,  IT.  S., 

\  July  22,  1957. 

Resolved,  That  the,  House  insist  upon  its 
amendments  to  the  Wll  (S.  2130)  entitled 
“An  act  to  amend  further  the  Mutual  Secu¬ 
rity  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  and  for  other 
purposes,”  and  ask  a  cohfe^^je  with  the 
Senate  on  the  disagreeing  yptes  of  the  two 
Houses  thereon. 

Ordered,  That ,  Mr.  Gordon, \Mr.  Morgan, 
Mr.  Carnahan,  Mr.  Vorys,  and  Mr.  Judd  he 
the  managers  of  the  conference  ot^  th'e  part 
of  the  House. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  .Senate  dis^ree 
with  the  House  amendments  and  aglpe 
to  the  conference  requested  by  the  Housfc 
and  that  the  Chair  appoint  conferees  on\ 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President- — 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  A  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  This  is  a  privileged  mat¬ 
ter,  is  it  not? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is 
privileged  under  the  precedents  of  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  simply  want  the  Rec¬ 
ord  to  show  that  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  is  following  the  rules  of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Texas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Green, 
Mr.  Fulbright.  Mr.  Sparkman,  Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey,  Mr.  Mansfield,  Mr.  Wiley,  Mr. 
Smith  of  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Hickenlooper, 
and  Mr.  Knowland  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia- ' 
nentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  conference  report 
s  a  privileged  matter,  is  it  not? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is  a 
privileged  matter.  — 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  mo- 
;ion  of  the  Senator  from  Texas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  an#:  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the^con- 
’erence  report. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.:Presi- 
ient,  if  there  are  no  Senators  who  de¬ 
sire  to  make  statements  on  any  other 
subject  now,  I  shall  sugges£3Jie  ab¬ 
sence — 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  Resident, 
yill  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  _.  Fyield  the 
loor  to  my  friend,  the  Senator  from 
lifornia. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATIONS— CONFER¬ 
ENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  on  behalf  of  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Russell],  I  submit  a  re¬ 
port  of  the  committee  of  conference  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the 
bill  (H.  R.  7441)  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  July  5,  1957,  pp.  9822-9823, 
Congressional  Record.) 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port. 


STATUTES  AUTHORIZING  INJUNC 
TIVE  RELIEF 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  lik^  to  read  into  the  Record  at 
this  point  Idle  statutes  authorizing  the 
United  States,  to  seek  injunctive  relief  as 
a  means  of  law-enforcement  without  jury 
trial  for  con  temp  ts.~“I  will  omit  t] 
citations,  but  willSread  the  list  of  statutes 
for  the  information  of  the  Senate: 
Packers  and  Stockyards  Act. 
Associations  of  Agricultural  Producers 
Restraining  Trade 
Perishable  Agriculturl 
Act,  1930. 

Agricultural  Adjustment 
Federal  Seed  Act. 

National  Housing  Act., 

Sherman  Act. 

Clayton  Act. 

Federal  Trade 
advertising. 

Wool  Products  labeling  Act. 

Fur  Products  Labeling  Act. 

Securities  Ac£  of  1933. 

Trust  Indenture  Act. 
Securities/Exchange  Act  of  1934. 
Public  Utilities  Holding  Company  Act. 
Investment  Company  Act. 

Investment  Advisers  Act. 

Associations  Monopolizing 
\qua?6ic  Products. 

iterstate  Transportation 
im  Products. 

Natural  Gas  Act. 

Flammable  Fabrics  Act. 

Federal  Power  Act. 

Federal  Alcohol  Administration  Act. 
National  Labor  Relations  Board  Or- 
iers. 

National  Emergency  Strikes. 

Fair  Labor  Standards  Act. 

Bridges  Over  Navigable  Waters. 
Longshoremen’s  and  Harbor  Workers’ 
Compensation  Act. 

Atomic  Energy  Act. 

Enclosures  of  Public  Lands. 

“Shipping  Act  of  1916. 

Landing  Submarine  Cables. 
Communications  Act  of  1934. 

Interstate  Commerce  Act. 


Trade  in 


of  Petro- 


Federal  Motor  Carrier  Act. 

Civil  Aeronautics  Act. 

Water  Carriers  Act. 

Freight  Forwarders  Act. 

Defense  Production  Act.  ) 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  list  of  statutes  and  the  citations 
be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this  poir 
There  being  no  objection,  the  list  of 
statutes  and  citations  was  ordered'io  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows 
Statutes  Authorizing  the  United /States  To 
Seek  Injunctive  Relief  as  h'  Means  of 
Law  Enforcement  Without  Jury  Trial  for 
Contempts 

Title  7,  United  States  Code,  section  216, 
Packers  and  Stockyards  Act*  section  292,  As¬ 
sociations  of  Agriculture,  Producers  Restrain¬ 
ing  Trade;  section  499h  /d),  Perishable  Agri¬ 
culture  Commodities  £ct,  1930;  section  608a 
(6),  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act;  section 
1600,  Federal  Seed  Act. 

Title  12,  United  gftates  Code,  section  1731b, 
National  Housings  Act. 

Title  15,  United  States  Code,  sections  4,  9, 
Sherman  Act;/section  25,  Clayton  Act;  sec¬ 
tion  53,  Federal  Trade  Commission,  re  False 
Advertising/  section  68e,  Wool  Products 
'•Labeling  Act;  section  69g,  Fur  Products 
Labeling/Act;  section  77t  (b).  Securities  Act 
of  1933/section  77uuu,  Trust  Indenture  Act; 
sectlori  78u  (e),  Securities  Exchange  Act  of 
1934/ section  79r  (f).  Public  Utilities  Hold- 
ing'Company  Act;  sections  80a-34,  35,  41  (e). 
Investment  Company  Act;  section  80b-9  (e), 
vestment  Advisers  Act;  section  522,  Asso¬ 
ciations  monopolizing  trade  in  aquatic  prod¬ 
ucts;  section  715i,  Interstate  Transportation 
of  Petroleum  Products;  section  717s,  Natural 
Gas  Act;  section  1195  (a) ,  Flammable  Fabrics 
Act. 

Title  16,  United  States  Code,  section  825m, 
Federal  Power  Act. 

Title  27,  United  States  Code,  section  207, 
Federal  Alcohol  Administration  Act. 

Title  29,  United  States  Code,  section  160  (j) 
(1),  National  Labor  Relations  Board  orders; 
section  178,  National  Emergency  Strikes;  sec¬ 
tion  217,  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act. 

Title  33,  United  States  Code,  section  519, 
Bridges  Over  Navigable  Waters;  section  921, 
Longshoremen’s  and  Harbor  Workers’  Com¬ 
pensation  Act. 

Title  42,  United  States  Code,  section  2280, 
Atomic  Energy  Act. 

Title  43,  United  States  Code,  section  1062, 
Enclosures  of  Public  Lands. 

Title  46,  United  States  Code,  section  828, 
Skipping  Act  of  1916. 

'itle  47,  United  States  Code,  section  36, 
Landing  Submarine  Cables;  section  401  (b), 
Comiminications  Act  of  1934;  sections  5  (8), 
16  (12)/43,  Interstate  Commerce  Act. 

Title  49k  United  States  Code,  section  322 
(b),  Federal  Motor  Carrier  Act;  section  647 
(a),  Civil  Aeronautics  Act;  section  916  (b). 
Water  Carried,  Act;  sections  1011,  1017  (b). 
Freight  Forwarbters  Act. 

Title  50,  United  States  Code,  Appended, 
section  2156,  Defence  Production  Act. 


CIVIL  RIGHTSVCT  OF  1957 

The  Senate  resumed\he  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6127)  ti^provide  means 
of  further  securing  and  protecting  the 
civil  rights  of  persons  within  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  United  States.'1 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakdta.  Mr. 
President,  when  the  historian^  review 
\the  record  of  our  times,  I  feel  the^e  will 
be  at  least  three  outstanding  things 
which  will  be  mentioned  as  landmark^  of 
the  Eisenhower  administration. 
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the  service  of  United  States  citizens 
grand  or  petit  juries. 

CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
ir  from  Wyoming  yield  briefly  at 

this 

Mr.  ’MAHONEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  do  not  wish  to  inter¬ 
rupt  further  the  remarks  of  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend,  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming.  Later \oday  I  shall  hope  to  have 
something  to  say  on  that  subject  in  my 
own  time;  and  I\ shall  respectfully,  and 
with  the  greatest  reeling  of  warm  friend¬ 
ship,  disagree  with  njy  friend,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  NMr.  President,  I 
reciprocate  in  kind  the^  Senator’s  ex¬ 
pression  of  feelings;  and ''I  shall  atten¬ 
tively  listen  to  what  he  willShave  to  say. 

Mr.  President,  some  of  tfie  Senators 
to  whom  telegrams  were  sent  are  not 
now  on  the  floor.  The  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan]  told  me  that 
he  would  be  occupied  in  the  operations 
of  the  committee  of  which  he  is  chair¬ 
man,  in  looking  into  alleged  labfe 
racketeering.  So  he  asked  me  to  rea£ 
the  telegrams  which  came  to  him.  I 
shall  do  so  gladly. 

The  following  was  sent  on  yesterday, 
July  31,  from  Texarkana,  Tex.,  which 
of  course  is  on  the  borderline  between 
Texas  and  Arkansas: 

Texarkana,  Tex.,  July  31,  1957. 
Hon.  John  L.  McClellan, 

United  States  Senate, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Reurtel  July  31.  Negroes  regularly  are 
selected  and  serve  on  both,  grand  and  petit 
juries  in  my  courts  in  both  eastern  and, 
western  districts  of  Arkansas.  As  member? 
of  petit  jury  they  sit  as  trial  jurors  withov 
regard  to  the  race  or  races  of  the  litigants/ 
Harry  J.  Lemley, 

United  States  District  Judge! 
Eastern  and  Western  Districts  of  Arkansas. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  fact /stated 
In  that  telegram  will  be  brought’  to  the 
attention  of  the  misguided  citizens  of 
Northern  States  who  are  under  the  im¬ 
pression  that  no  progress  in  racial  rela¬ 
tions  has  been  made  in  the  South  for 
90  years.  We  hear  that  phrase  repeated 
almost  as  frequently  as  /the  question, 
“How  many  bubbles  are  there  in  a  cake 
of  soap?’’ — a  question  which  was  asked 
30  years  ago,  and  was /publicized  in  an 
issue  of  the  Nation  magazine,  thus  show- 
ing  how  false  propaganda,  once  initiated, 
flows  on  and  on  ajad  on,  like  a  giant 
river. 

The  next  telegi&m  comes  from  Fort 
Smith,  Ark.,  ang  is  dated  July  31.  It 
reads  as  followsi 

Fort  Smith,  Ark.,  July  31,  1957. 
Hon.  John  L.  i/cClellan, 

United  St/tes  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Negroes  a/e  now  and  have  been  for  many 
years  regularly  selected  and  impaneled  on 
both  pet}/  and  grand  juries  in  the  western 
district  of  Arkansas,  and  I  am  advised  that 
the  sam4  procedure  is  followed  in  the  east¬ 
ern  district  of  Arkansas.  I  have  heard  no 
complaint  from  anyone  on  the  procedure 
followed  in  the  selection  of  the  juries  in  the 
wes/ern  district  of  Arkansas. 

John  E.  Miller, 

United  States  District  Judge. 

Mr.  President,  if  I  am  not  mistaken, 
'  Judge  Miller  was  at  one  time  a  Member 


of  the  House  of  Representatives,  and  I  move  the  adoption  of  the  conference 
later  was  a  Member  of  this  body.  He  report  on  H.  R.  7441. 
is  a  witness  whose  testimony  cannot /be  I  shall  make  a  very  brief  statement 
successfully  challenged.  with  respect  to  the  conference  report. 

One  of  the  judicial  positions  in'  the  This  conference  report  is  not  noteworthy 
— c,"“  - - *  +1 —  except  in  one  respect.  It  happens  to  be 


State  of  Arkansas  is  vacant.  So  the 
telegram  which  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  McClellan]  received  from 
that  district  comes  from  the  United 
States  attorney  for  the  eastern  district 
of  Arkansas.  This  telegram,  likewise  is 
dated  July  31.  It  comes  /from  Little 
Rock,  Ark.,  and  reads  as  follows: 

Little  Rock,  Ark.,  /July  31 t  1957. 
Senator  John  L.  McClella" 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Your  wire  this  date  received.  Negro  citi¬ 
zens  have  been  select^  and  permitted  to 
serve  on  all  grand-jury  panels  and  all  petit- 
jury  panels  in  the  eastern  district  of  Ar¬ 
kansas  since  I  took/ office  in  January  1954 
and  the  custom  fof  such  jury  service  had 
prevailed  for  man/  years  prior  thereto. 

Osro  Cobb, 

United  States  Attorney,  Eastern  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Arkansas. 

Mi*.  President,  inasmuch  as  Mr.  Cobb 
vwas  appointed  district  attorney  and 
iok  office  in  1954,  he  also  is  a  Federal 
official  who  owes  his  appointment  to  the 
present  President  of  the  United  States, 
and  his  appointment  was  made  under 
the  s<$>utiny  of  the  head  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment of'Justice. 

*.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
weyinay  now.  resume  consideration  of  the 
conference  report  on  the  agricultural 
ipropriation  \ill. 

Mr.  O ’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  be  very  hapfry  to  suspend  the  pres¬ 
entation  of  the  letters  and  telegrams  un¬ 
til  other  Senators  who  are  busy  else¬ 
where  return  to  the  floor. 

I  am  sorry  to  have  \taken  so  much 
time  from  consideration\f  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  agricultural  appropri¬ 
ation  bill. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  as 
sure  the  Senator  from  Wyomingrthat  the 
time  of  the  Senate  he  took  wa^prob- 
ably  used  to  better  advantage  than*  will 
be  the  time  taken  in  connection  v(sith 
consideration  of  the  conference  rep 
on  the  appropriation  bill  for  the  Depart 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  the  floor. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATIONS,  1958- 
CONFERENCE  REPORT 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  7441)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Adminis¬ 
tration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1958. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  the 
pending  business  is  the  report  of  the 
committee  of  conference  on  the  appro¬ 
priation  bill  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  for  fiscal  1958. 


'an  appropriation  bill  of  large  size.  As 
at  passed  the  House,  it  provided  for  $3,- 
;692,889,757.  The  Senate  decreased  the 
Ouse  amount  by  about  $24  million,  the 
exact  amount  of  the  bill  as  it  passed  the 
Senate  being  $3,668,732,157. 

The  conference  report  comes  to  the 
Senate  and  to  the  House  in  an  amount 
$2,428,400  below  the  Senate  figure.  So 
when  the  conferees  got  together  both 
sides  yielded  which  enabled  us  to  achieve 
the  rather  unusual  result  of  having  the 
conference  report  less  in  amount  than 
either  the  figure  contained  in  the  bill  as 
it  passed  the  House  or  as  it  passed  the 
Senate. 

The  Senate  was  compelled  to  make 
some  concessions,  as  is  always  the  case. 
We  were  compelled  to  make  a  concession 
of  $150,000  in  amendment  No.  5,  in  pay¬ 
ments  to  State  experiment  stations. 

We  were  compelled  to  make  a  con¬ 
cession  of  $150,000  in  the  $1,764,000  in¬ 
crease  over  the  House  amount  in  the 
|  appropriation  for  extension  payments  to 
’  the  States. 

The  net  result  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port,  I  think,  was  to  assure  a  workable 
bill,  which  totals  about  $300  million  be¬ 
low  the  budget  estimate. 

I  do  not  know  of  anything  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report  which  is  particularly 
noteworthy.  I  desire,  however,  to  call 
especial  attention  to  the  language  which 
was  used  by  the  conferees  with  respect 
to  the  appropriation  for  the  agricultural 
conservation  program.  The  appropria¬ 
tion  was  made  in  the  amount  of  $212 
million,  and  there  was  a  reappropriation 
of  the  sum  of  $38  million  which  was  a 
carryover  from  the  1955  program.  The 
fund  that  is  available  for  the  fiscal  year, 
beginning  July  1,  1957,  is  therefore,  $250 
million,  which  is  the  same  amount  that 
has  been  available  for  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  for  a  number  of 
years. 

Subsequent  to  the  first  meetings  of  the 
conference  committee  reports  were 
broadcast  that  there  was  likely  to  be  a 
sharp  curtailment  in  the  agricultural 
\  conservation  program.  I  wish  to  point 
•»  out  that  when  the  representatives  of  the 
Department  appeared  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  body  on 
the  other  side  of  the  Capitol,  they  in  no 
wise  indicated  that  there  were  any  plans 
whatsoever  to  change  the  program  sub¬ 
stantially  from  the  form  in  which  it  was 
carried  out  in  the  last  fiscal  year,  and 
in  the  preceding  fiscal  year.  The  confer¬ 
ence  committee,  in  filing  its  report,  as  a 
matter  of  legislative  history,  after  relat¬ 
ing  the  fact  that  $250  million  was  avail¬ 
able,  used  this  language: 

The  conferees  believe  that  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  program  should  not  be  used  to 
curtail  existing  programs,  particularly  the 
agricultural  conservation  program. 

I  interpolate  at  that  point  to  say  that 
rumors  had  been  broadcast  that,  due  to 
the  fact  that  we  had  a  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program  under  the  Soil  Bank  Act, 
drastic  changes  would  be  made  in  the 
agricultural  conservation  program.  We 
strongly  stated  we  did  not  believe  that 
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was  any  justification  whatever  for  cur¬ 
tailing  the  program.  I  now  resume 
reading  from  the  statement  on  the  con¬ 
ference  report,  in  order  that  the  legis¬ 
lative  history  of  this  proposal  may  be 
clear  and  specific : 

It  is  understood  from  the  Department’s 
Justifications  and  testimony  that  the  1958 
agricultural  conservation  program  will  he 
continued  on  the  same  basis  as  the  1957  pro¬ 
gram.  In  agreeing  to  the  funds  for  this 
purpose  in  the  accompanying  bill,  the  con¬ 
ferees  direct  that  no  changes  will  be  made 
in  the  1958  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  to  restrict  eligibility  requirements  or 
delete  cost-sharing  practices  included  in  the 
1957  program.  Floods  and  drought  condi¬ 
tions  in  much  of  the  Nation  make  it  im¬ 
perative  that  all  1957  program  practices  be 
continued  in  1958. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  1957  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  program  is  participated  in  by 
only  81,130  people  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$133  million,  whereas  the  1957  agricultural 
conservation  program  is  participated  in  by 
1,275,000  farmers  at  an  estimated  Federal 
cost  of  about  $250  million. 

The  conferees  recommend  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  revise  its  method  of  securing  recom¬ 
mendations  for  practices  covered  by  the  pro¬ 
posed  advance  authorization  for  the  1959  ag¬ 
ricultural  conservation  program  by  securing 
recommendations  for  cost-sharing  practices 
from  county  and  State  committees  at  the 
time  the  1958  program  is  formulated.  This 
should  result  in  economy  of  program  admin¬ 
istration,  more  timely  recommendations  for 
formulation  of  a  national  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  program  for  1959,  and  should  en¬ 
able  the  Department  to  present  any  changes 
proposed  in  the  1959  program  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  during  appropriation  hearings  next 
year. 

The  purpose  of  that  statement  is  to 
endeavor  to  keep  this  program  in  line 
with  the  needs  of  the  specific  areas  where 
the  program  is  in  operation  by  obtaining 
from  the  various  States  recommenda¬ 
tions  as  to  the  type  of  program  that  is 
most  appropriate  within  the  several 
States. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  As  a  point  of  em¬ 
phasis,  I  had  understood,  from  reports 
I  had  read  in  the  press,  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  had  indicated  that 
there  would  be  a  rather  substantial  re¬ 
duction  in  the  operations  of  the  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program.  It  is  re¬ 
assuring  to  me,  of  course,  to  see  the  spe¬ 
cific  and  the  precise  language  which  is 
contained  in  the  statement  on  the  con¬ 
ference  report  requiring  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  to  continue  its  program 
on  the  basis  of  the  1957  experience. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  conference  com¬ 
mittee  undertook  to  make  its  purpose  in 
that  regard  crystal  clear. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  sure  the 
Senator  had  heard  that  there  had  been 
some  indication  from  the  Department 
that  there  might  be  a  reduction  in  the 
program. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  know  just 
how  far  it  had  gone,  but  there  had  un¬ 
doubtedly  been  a  proposal  to  revise  dras¬ 
tically  the  existing  program  by  eliminat¬ 
ing  a  large  number  of  practices  that  had 
been  in  effect  for  a  number  of  years. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  And  practices  which 
are  about  the  only  ones  that  can  be  ap¬ 
plied  in  some  States  of  the  Union. 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Exactly. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  If  this  program  had 
been  revised  as  it  was  reported,  these 
practices  would  have  ceased  in  some  of 
'our  States. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  want  to  call  to 
the  attention  of  the  Senator  the  fact 
that  on  page  6,  the  final  line  of  the 
conference  report  statement  reads: 

Floods  and  drought  conditions  in  much 
of  the  Nation  make  it  imperative  that  all 
1957  program  practices  be  continued  in  1958. 

That  sentence  is  of  paramount  im¬ 
portance. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  think  it  is. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  my  State  we 
have  serious  problems.  In  fact,  I  had 
printed  in  the  Record  some  time  ago  a 
statement  as  to  the  tremendous  loss  of 
top  soil  as  the  result  of  flash  floods  in 
the  State  of  Minnesota.  Those  floods 
have  continued.  The  heavy  rains  have 
literally  wrecked  large  areas  of  the 
State,  at  least  so  far  as  the  immediate 
productivity  of  the  soil  is  concerned. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  think  we  will 
need  a  supplemental  appropriation  for 
ACP  later  on.  In  fact,  we  may  need  it 
now,  because  the  flood  conditions  in  cer¬ 
tain  areas  of  the  United  States  are  very 
grave. 

I  should  like  to  say  that  the  junior 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Mon- 
roney]  and  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr]  both  talked  to  me 
about  this  matter  earlier  today.  I  hope 
they  perhaps  will  come  to  the  Chamber 
before  this  discussion  has  concluded,  be¬ 
cause  I  am  sure  they  also  feel  additional 
funds  are  needed. 

I  hope  the  Department  has  indicated 
some  interest  in  a  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation  to  provide  for  relief  in  these 
conditions.  Is  the  Senator  aware  of  the 
interest  of  the  Senators  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Oh,  yes,.  Both  of  the 
distinguished  Senators  from  Oklahoma, 
the  senior  Senator  [Mr.  Kerr]  and  the 
junior  Senator  [Mr.  Monroney],  ex¬ 
pressed  a  very  great  interest  in  the  mat¬ 
ter,  and  indicated  it  was  vital  that  some 
amount  of  money  be  made  available  for 
that  purpose  in  the  State  of  Oklahoma 
aloneT  I  believe  it  was  $4  million. 

To  date  no  additional  estimates  have 
been  received  from  the  Bureau  of  the 
,  Budget  in  that  regard.  Of  course,  it  is 
not  too  late.  Undoubtedly  another  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriation  bill  will  come 
before  Congress.  If  estimates  can  be  se¬ 
cured  from  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
or  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
as  to  the  amount  necessary  to  render 
some  form  of  relief  to  those  victimized 
by  natural  calamities,  it  will  be  possible 
to  do  something. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Let  me  ask  one 
concluding  question  as  to  the  program 
relating  to  floods  and  drought  condi¬ 
tions. 

Is  there  any  limitation  in  the  present 
program,  as  now  provided  for  by  the 
conference  report,  which  would  prevent 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  from  us¬ 
ing  all  funds  it  now  has  in  the  appropria¬ 
tion  for  the  relief  of  flood  and  drought 
conditions? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No;  I  do  not  think 
there  is  any  such  limitation.  I  think  it 
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would  be  incumbent  upon  the  State  to 
provide  a  program  for  the  State.  The 
Senator  realizes,  of  course,  these  funds 
are  allotted  on  a  State  basis. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  only  other  limi¬ 
tation  would  be  the  limitation  as  to  the 
amount  any  one  recipient  under  the  pro¬ 
gram  may  receive,  which  is  the  sum  of 
$2,500. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes.  I  noticed  last 
year  there  was  a  balance  of  $38  million 
available  from  the  1955  program  funds. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes,  but  that  was  re- 
appropriated  this  year  for  the  1958  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  other  words,  the 
1956  program  utilized  the  full  appropria¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Approximately  so. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  So  that  there  is  no 
leeway  for  any  extraordinary  flood  re¬ 
lief,  or  relief  for  drought  conditions? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  There  is  not.  In  the 
absence  of  any  additional  authorization 
or  appropriation,  I  would  say  it  would  be 
very  difficult  to  squeeze  any  substantial 
sum  for  relief  of  this  nature  from  the 
funds  available  to  any  State. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  hope  the  Senator 
will  look  with  favor,  upon  the  need  for 
additional  funds,  if  a  report  comes  Horn 
the  Department  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget.  I  know  the  Senator  will  give 
such  request  his  friendly  consideration, 
and  I  hope  the  request  will  be  made. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  most  sympa¬ 
thetic  with  the  program  to  relieve  the 
suffering  indicated  by  the  Senator.  I 
should  like  very  much  to  see  the  Depart¬ 
ment  or  the  .Bureau  of  the  Budget  give 
us  some  estimate  of  the  overall  na¬ 
tional  need  in  this  field. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  First,  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  compliment  the  conferees 
on  the  part  of  the  Senate,  and  particu¬ 
larly  the  chairman  [Mr.  Russell],  for 
the  good  work  they  have  done  on  the 
Agriculture  Department  appropriation 
bill. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  On  behalf  of  the  con¬ 
ferees,  I  thank  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont,  who  is  a  former  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry,  and  a  very  valuable 
member  of  the  subcommittee,  even 
though  he  was  not  a  conferee. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Georgia.  We  did  not  get  a  bill 
exactly  as  we  would  have  liked  it.  That 
is  not  the  first  time  such  a  thing  has 
happened,  however. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  would  be  most 
remarkable  if  we  ever  did  get  such  a  bill. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  particularly  rose  to 
emphasize  what  the  chairman  of  the 
Agriculture  Appropriations  Subcommit¬ 
tee  has  said  in  regard  to  the  appropria¬ 
tion  for  the  ACP  program.  I  think  it  is 
extremely  important  that  the  intent  of 
the  Congress  be  made  perfeetly  clear,  so 
that  no  officials  in  charge  of  carrying  out 
the  program  can  have  any  reason  what¬ 
soever  for  deviating  from  what  the  Con¬ 
gress  intends. 
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The  Senator  from  Georgia  referred  to 
a  rumor  that  certain  officials  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  were  plan¬ 
ning  to  cut  drastically  the  ACP  pro¬ 
gram  below  what  it  has  been  in  other 
years^  I  think  I  can  help  clear  up  that 
rumor  for  the  Record. 

I  heard — and  later  it  was  verified— 
that  on  June  28  Assistant  Secretary 
Peterson,  who  is  in  overall  charge  of  the 
soil-conservation  agencies,  addressed  a 
memorandum  to  Paul  Roger,  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  the  ACPS,  the  Agricultural 
Conservation  Program  Service.  I  was 
later  handed  what  purported  to  be  a 
copy  of  the  memorandum.  Upon  read¬ 
ing  it,  I  was  rather  amazed  to  find  that 
it  apparently  eliminated  a  great  many  of 
the  practices  which  were  used  success¬ 
fully  in  most  of  the  States  in  the  1957 
program,  last  year’s  program.  In  fact, 
it  eliminated  a  good  share  of  those  pro¬ 
grams,  except  for  the  practices  which 
normally  come  under  the  programs  of 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service.  The  pro¬ 
posal  would  have  done  away  with,  as  I 
understood  it,  about  75  or  80  percent  of 
the  program  in  New  England,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  about  the  same  percentage  in  the 
State  of  Georgia. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Not  quite  so  high  in 
Georgia  but  it  would  have  been  a  seri¬ 
ous  blow. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  would  have  eliminated 
many  of  the  practices  used  in  the  States 
east  of  the  Missouri  River. 

I  was  quite  disturbed  about  the  mat-' 
ter.  I  realized  that  the  1957  program 
of  ACP  had  been  carried  out  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  desires  of  the  States  where 
it  was  applied,  and  that  it  was  one  of 
our  most  successful  programs. 

Assistant  Secretary  Peterson  talked 
with  me  over  the  telephone,  and  at  that 
time  assured  me  that  the  States  would 
be  permitted  to  carry  out  the  programs 
as  they  did  last  year,  and  in  accordance 
with  the  intention  of  Congress,  which 
was  entirely  satisfactory  to  me.  Mr. 
Peterson  also  said  he  was  addressing  a 
letter  to  the  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
[Mr.  Ellender]  and  I  think  all  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  have  received  copies  of 
that  letter.  I  did  not  study  the  letter 
for  several  days.  When  I  did  read  it, 

I  was  quite  surprised. 

The  letter  was  sent  to  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  under 
date  of  July  15,  and  when  I  read  it  I 
was  rather  surprised  to  find  that,  so  far 
as  I  could  observe,  it  did  not  deviate 
from  the  memorandum  which  had  been 
sent  to  Mr.  Roger  on  June  28  to  any  ap¬ 
preciable  extent.  It  would  still  have 
been  possible  to  do  away  with  a  good 
share  of  our  customary  ACP  program. 

Therefore,  on  July  23,  about  8  or  10 
days  ago,  I  wrote  to  Mr.  Peterson,  call¬ 
ing  his  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
letter  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender]  did  not  back  away  from 
the  memorandum  of  June  28,  and  I 
pointed  out  some  of  the  serious  results 
which  could  come  about  should  the  pro¬ 
gram  be  changed  to  the  extent  the 
memorandum  indicated  it  would  be 
changed. 


Let  me  read  the  last  paragraph  of  my 
letter  to  Mr.  Peterson: 

Referring  once  more  to  the  memorandum 
from  you  to  Mr.  Koger,  I  will  say  that  the 
program  set  forth  therein  would  definitely 
not  be  in  accord  with  the  intent  of  the  Con¬ 
gress,  and  it  would  be  unfortunate  if  any 
attempt  were  made  to  radically  change  the 
ACP  program  without  the  approval  of  the 
Congress. 

I  think  that  is  a  perfectly  true  state¬ 
ment.  Congress  knows  what  it  expects 
of  an  ACP  program;  and  the  memoran¬ 
dum  which  was  sent  to  the  Director  of 
the  ACP  definitely  deviated  far  from 
the  program  which  the  Congress  in¬ 
tended.  I  have  not  as  yet  received  a  re¬ 
ply  to  my  letter  to  Secretary  Peterson. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  also  deviated  from 
the  program  which  was  presented  to  the 
Congress  when  the  agency  requested  the 
appropriations.  The  agency  representa¬ 
tives  said  they  did  not  expect  to  make 
any  drastic  changes. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes.  What  happened  in 
the  meantime  to  bring  about  such  a  pro¬ 
gram  as  was  suggested  in  the  memoran¬ 
dum  to  Mr.  Koger,  I  do  not  know. 

I  do  know  that  there  is  some  dupli¬ 
cation  of  effort  among  our  agricultural 
agencies.  I  do  know  that  the  work  of 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service  is  very 
important;  but  so  its  the  work  of  the 
Forest  Service,  the  ACP  program,  the 
Extension  Service,  and  the  national  for¬ 
estry  program,  as  well  as  the  State  for¬ 
estry  programs.  They  are  all  important. 
I  do  not  believe  one  of  them  should  be 
greatly  dominant  over  the  others. 

We  realize,  of  course,  that  some 
changes  may  be  necessary  to  avoid  dup¬ 
lication  of  effort,  and  that  is  the  rea¬ 
son  why  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  has  recommended 
extension  of  the  life  of  the  ACP  for  4 
years  instead  of  permanently,  and  Con¬ 
gress  has  extended  the  life  of  the  ACP 
for  4  years  instead  of  permanently  in 
order  that  we  might  have  time  to  make 
a  study  of  the  situation. 

What  I  think  we  should  make  clear 
here  is  that  any  radical  changes  in  these 
programs  should  be  made  by  the  Con¬ 
gress,  and  not  administratively.  The 
Senator  from  Georgia  has  performed  a 
real  service  in  pointing  out  what  the 
intent  of  the  Congress  is.  I  have  tried 
to  support  him. 

I  think  we  know  what  the  intent  of 
the  Congress  is.  The  intent  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  is  that  the  States,  through  the 
State  committees,  shall  set  up  programs 
which  are  best  adapted  to  those  States, 
and  should  be  permitted  to  carry  them 
out,  and  not  be  required  to  abandon 
many  of  the  practices  which  have  proved 
to  be  of  especial  value  to  each  particular 
State.  They  should  try  to  carry  on  their 
programs  with  practices  which  have 
proved  to  be  of  value,  and  not  with  prac¬ 
tices  which  may  be  good  practices  in 
some  State  a  thousand  miles  away,  but 
which  do  not  fit  their  own  local  condi¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  now  yield  to  the 
ranking  member  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  Agricultural  Appropriations  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations. 
Sometimes  I  serve  under  his  chairman- 
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ship  as  the  ranking  minority  member. 
Pursuant  to  the  vicissitudes  of  politics, 
he  now  serves  as  ranking  member  of  the 
minority. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr,  President,  in  that 
respect  it  makes  no  difference  to  me 
whether  Democrats  or  Republicans  are 
in  control,  because  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  represents  my  own  think¬ 
ing  on  farm  matters  and  more  ably  than 
I  myself  could. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  If  there  were  as  little 
partisanship  in  the  Congress  as  a  whole 
as  there  has  been  in  the  agricultural 
subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  past  14  years,  there 
would  be  very  little  political  identity 
here. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  That  is  correct. 

On  the  question  of  the  agricultural 
conservation  program,  there  is  no  dif¬ 
ference  of  thinking  between  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell],  and  myself. 
We  have  had  a  problem  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  extending  back 
several  years.  Some  in  the  Department 
had  tried  to  reduce  the  program  to  a 
much  lower  level  than  where  it  is  now, 
and  to  change  the  practices  considerably. 

I  should  say,  in  justice  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  that  it  has  a  prob¬ 
lem,  involving  a  conflict  of  purposes  at 
times  between  the  soil  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  ACP  program.  Under  the 
soil  bank  program  a  great  deal  of 
money  is  spent  in  an  effort  to  decrease 
production.  So  I  think  we  should  say, 
in  justice  to  the  Department,  that  it  has 
a  problem  in  trying  to  administer  all  the 
programs  and  do  right  by  the  taxpayers 
of  the  United  States. 

I  think  the  language  of  the  conference 
report  should  assure  there  will  be  no 
changes  in  this  program  for  another 
year.  The  Department  of  Agriculture 
itself  asked  for  $250  million  for  this  pro¬ 
gram,  as  against  some  $140  million  sev¬ 
eral  years  ago.  So  the  USDA  has  come 
up  to  the  $250  million  level,  which  I  be¬ 
lieve  all  of  us  agree  is  necessary. 

I  believe  that  the  bill  now  before  the 
Senate  is  a  workable  one,  and  will  give 
the  Department  most  of  the  funds  it 
needs  to  operate. 

One  of  the  big  accomplishments  on  the 
Senate  side  in  the  conference  was  the 
restoration  of  the  acreage  reserve  pro¬ 
gram.  The  House  insisted  on  a  limit  of 
$2,500  that  could  be  paid  to  any  one  op¬ 
erator,  which  I  think  is  wrong,  but  we 
finally  had  to  accept  $3,000  as  against 
the  Senate  action  placing  a  limit  of 
$5,000.  That  acreage  reserve  program  is 
restored,  and  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  will  have  an  opportunity  to  try  it 
out  this  year  again  to  see  if  it  can  be  of 
help  in  solving  the  surplus  problem  of 
the  Nation.  I  firmly  believe  that  without 
this  program,  without  acreage  controls 
and  the  Public  Law  480  export  program, 
our  surplus  problem  would  be'  immeas¬ 
urably  worse  than  it  is  now. 

There  was  one  other  disappointment  in 
connection  with  the  conference  report, 
and  that  was  in  connection  with  the 
utilization  research  funds.  This  year  for 
the  first  time  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  asked  for  a  sizable  increase  in  these 
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funds.  The  House  had  greatly  reduced 
the  funds  for  that  purpose,  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  restored  them,  but  in  conference  we 
were  able  to  hold  only  a  small  portion  of 
the  increase  in  funds  for  utilization  re¬ 
search,  which  to  me  is  one  of  the  most 
important  things  we  could  do  to  help 
solve  our*  agricultural  surplus  problem. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  join  my  col¬ 
leagues  in  commending  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Georgia  and  other  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  for  their  thorough 
work.  My  inquiry  is  directed  to  a  point 
which  has  been  raised  in  part  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Humphrey],  Let  me  state  some  of 
the  factual  basis  for  the  inquiry. 

In  the  Southwest,  including  my  own 
State  of  Texas,  and  several  other  States, 
there  have  been  very  disastrous  floods 
this  year.  They  followed  7  years  of 
drought,  and  the  7  years  of  drought 
made  the  floods  even  more  destructive. 
It  rained  for  60  or  70  days.  Water 
stood  on  flat  lands  which  normally  hold 
no  water.  The  uplands  became  water¬ 
logged,  and  it  was  impossible  to  plant. 

This  condition  was  called  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  highest  ranking  officials 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  time 
after  time,  by  representatives  from  my 
own  State,  by  myself,  and  others,  and  in 
Oklahoma  by  the  distinguished  Senators 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr  and  Mr. 
Monroney]. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  re¬ 
fused  to  extend  the  time  for  inclusion  of 
the  land  within  the  soil-bank  program. 
At  the  public  hearings  at  which  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Minnesota  pre¬ 
sided,  representatives  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  stated  that  there  was  no  program 
under  which  those  farmers  could  be  paid 
anything,  when  their  land  was  flooded 
out  and  they  could  not  plant.  The  De¬ 
partment  officials  did  not  indicate  their 
intention  of  recommending  that  there 
be  any  type  of  payment.  They  showed 
no  sympathy  whatever  for  or  interest 
in  those  farmers  whose  lands  had  been 
flooded  out  and  who  were  unable  to 
plant. 

My  inquiry  to  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Georgia  is  whether  or  not 
the  conference  report  would  preclude 
payment  to  the  farmers  in  the  disaster 
areas,  whose  lands  were  ruined,  and  who 
were  unable  to  plant  this  year,  of  some 
type  of  relief.  As  I  understand,  no  such 
provision  is  included  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  There  are  no  funds 
in  the  bill  for  that'  specific  purpose. 
However,  I  will  say  to  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  Texas  that  there 
are  ample  legal  provisions  to  support  an 
appropriation  for  this  purpose.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  a  preliminary  survey  has 
been  conducted  by  the  Department  in 
the  States  of  Arkansas,  Idaho,  Illinois, 
Kansas — some  with  respect  to  torna¬ 
does — Kentucky,  Louisiana,  Minnesota, 
Missouri,  Oklahoma,  Tennessee,  and 
Texas,  as  to  the  nature  of  the  damage 
and  the  needs  to  be  met. 

The  estimate  for  the  State  of  Texas  is 
$5,203,000,  and  the  statement  adds  that 


this  is  an  incomplete  survey  for  the  State 
of  Texas.  However,  no  budget  estimates 
have  been  submitted  to  implement  this 
disaster  law  and  to  make  funds  available 
for  those  who  have  suffered  damage  from 
flood,  tornado,  or  hurricane.  The  esti¬ 
mates  could  be  sent  forward  for  inclusion 
in  a  supplemental  appropriation  bill.  I 
may  say  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Texas  that  that  bill  would  not  be 
acted  on  by  the  Subcommittee  on  Agri¬ 
cultural  Appropriations,  but  the  overall 
supplemental  bill,  with  the  estimates 
for  all  the  departments,  would  be  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  full  committee. 

I  can  assure  the  Senator  that  if  the 
budget  estimates  are  submitted  they  will 
receive  most  careful  consideration  on  the 
part  of  the  entire  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations,  because  the  members  of  that 
committee  have  been  very  generous  in 
dealing  with  communities  which  have 
been  visited  by  such  awful  catastrophes 
as  flood  and  tornado  and  hurricane. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  thank  the 
Senator  for  the  clarification.  I  have  one 
other  inquiry.  Under  the  previous  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  with  respect  to  the  soil-conser¬ 
vation  program,  the  Department  par¬ 
ticipated  in  the  eradication  of  noxious 
trees  and  brush,  and  built  dams  and 
tanks  for  the  catching  of  water  on  par¬ 
ticular  ranches;  and  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment,  under  the  previous  administra- 
'tion,  through  the  Agricultural  Depart¬ 
ment,  put  up  75  percent  of  the  cost  of 
that  very  important  improvement  pro¬ 
gram,  consisting  of  drilling  wells,  build¬ 
ing  tanks,  and  the  eradication  of  nox¬ 
ious  trees  and  brush.  However,  under 
the  present  administration,  the  Federal 
Government’s  participation  has  been  re¬ 
duced  to  50  percent. 

Am  I  correctly  informed  that  that  is 
only  because  of  a  departmental  ruling, 
and  that  the  law  has  not  been  changed? 
Furthermore,  do  I  understand  correctly 
that  the  adoption  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port  would  not  preclude  the  Federal 
Government  from  returning  to  the 
standard  of  75  percent  participation,  if 
it  wished  to  do  so? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  law  which  would  prevent  the  De¬ 
partment  from  doing  it,  if  it  desired  to 
do  so.  I  believe,  however,  that  the  pro¬ 
grams  vary  in  the  different  States. 

It  may  be  that  they  vary  for  that  par¬ 
ticular  type  of  work.  There  is  a  varia¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  various  practices 
in  the  several  States.  For  example,  it 
costs  more  to  carry  some  practices  out 
in  one  State  than  it  does  in  another 
State. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  As  the  drought- 
conditions  became  worse  in  the  South¬ 
western  States  and  in  the  Midwestern 
States,  and  as  the  citizens  of  those  States 
became  less  able  to  save  their  land,  the 
Federal  participation  went  down,  and 
they  were  even  less  able  to  save  them¬ 
selves. 

Mi\  RUSSELL.  In  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  any  program  under  Public  Law 
875  of  the  81st  Congress,  which  is  the 
disaster  relief  law,  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  should  certainly  take  note 
of  the  fact  that  the  man  with  whom  they 
are  dealing  has  suffered  great  damages 
because  of  unusual  conditions. 


However,  there  is  nothing  in  the  law 
which  would  prevent  the  Department,  in 
the  administration  of  the  ordinary  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program,  or,  in¬ 
deed,  in  connection  with  the  conserva¬ 
tion-reserve  program  under  the  soil 
bank;  from  making  changes  in  the 
schedules 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  for  his  very  helpful 
clarification  of  the  situation. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield?  — 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  First,  as  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
and  also  of  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations,  I  have  endeavored  to  be  pres¬ 
ent  at  all  the  important  hearings  of  the 
subcommittee,  and  therefore  I  wish  to 
join  my  colleagues,  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  and  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young],  in  the 
most  emphatic  statement  that  it  was  my 
understanding  that  no  particular  change 
was  to  be  instituted  in  the  agricultural 
conservation  program. 

Therefore  I  was  surprised  when  I 
learned  that  a  new  policy  was  to  be  initi¬ 
ated  within  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  If  such  a  policy  had  been  made  in 
the  form  of  an  official  announcement,  I 
would  have  opposed  it.  If  in  the  future 
there  is  any  departure  from  past  prac¬ 
tices  in  the  program,  I  shall  oppose  it. 
The  program  has  rendered  a  construc¬ 
tive  service  in  affording  soil  protection 
to  the  Nation’s  fertile  soil,  thereby  assur¬ 
ing  to  future  generations  a  fertile  soil 
for  their  use. 

The  other  phase  with  which  I  am 
greatly  concerned  is  the  conservation  as¬ 
pect  of  the  soil  bank.  The  conservation 
phase  of  the  program  is  certainly  build¬ 
ing  up  the  fertility  of  the  lands  which 
need  such  aid.  The  acreage-reserve  pro¬ 
gram  is  the  only  certain- way  of  reducing 
the  number  of  acres  which  are  tilled  and 
harvested  annually.  Unless  an  acreage 
reduction  is  brought  about,  no  great  re¬ 
duction  in  the  over-all  harvest  will  be 
effected;  and  we  must  reduce  the  total 
bushelage  and  total  poundage  of  cotton 
and  other  crops  if  we  are  to  bring  about 
a  reduction  in  the  surpluses. 

I  may  say  also  that  agriculture  has 
no  greater  friend  than  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  THYE.  As  one  who,  in  part,  rep¬ 
resents  strictly  an  agricultural  State,  I 
have  always  taken  much  comfort  from 
the  knowledge  that  we  have  such  a  great 
leader,  not  only  on  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  but  in  the  Senate  itself, 
as  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Russell].  I  may  say  the  same  for  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young],  who  serves  as  the  ranking  Re¬ 
publican  member  of  the  subcommittee 
which  handles  agricultural  appropria¬ 
tions,  and  who  also  has  watched  and 
studied  the  needs  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  and  who  has  at  all  times 
endeavored  to  obtain  sufficient  money 
with  which  to  carry  on  the  program  of 
the  Department. 

I  say  the  same  for  the  distinguished 
ranking  Republican  member  on  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
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the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]. 
He  likewise  has  been  very  thorough  in 
all  his  studies  of  what  the  agricultural 
appropriations  should  be  and  what  the 
needs  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
are,  because  he  serves  as  a  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  in  an 
ex  officio  capacity  when  that  committee 
is  considering  agricultural  appropria¬ 
tions. 

Therefore  I  wish  to  commend  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Chairman  and  the  other  Sen¬ 
ators  I  have  mentioned  for  an  exceed¬ 
ingly  fine  job. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Minnesota.  I 
thank  him  on  my  own  behalf  and  on 
behalf  also  of  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  and  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  As  one  who  has  heard 
the  testimony  before  the  subcommittee 
on  the  ACP  program,  I  never  dreamed 
that  there  would  be  any  drastic  change 
in  the  program,  or  that  we  would  be 
appropriating  money  for  anything  other 
than  the  program  as  outlined  in  1957. 

I  wish  especially  to  commend  the  con¬ 
ferees  for  their  positive  statement  in  the 
report:  “It  is  understood  from  the  De¬ 
partment’s  justifications  and  testimony 
that  the  1958  agricultural  conservation 
program  will  be  continued  on  the  same 
basis  as  the  1957  program.” 

After  the  bill  is  enacted,  where  will 
we  be,  in  view  of  the  letter  which  has 
been  referred  to  by  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  which  I  under¬ 
stand  was  addressed  to  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  think  I  can  say  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  that  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  whatever  else  may  be  its  failings, 
generally  undertakes  to  carry  out  the 
very  positive  mandates  of  the  appropria¬ 
tions  committee  in  its  committee  and 
conference  reports.  I  expect  the  Depart¬ 
ment  to  follow  the  directive  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report.  It  has  generally  done 
so  in  the  past,  and  I  assume  it  will  do  so 
this  year. 

I  believe  the  statement  in  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  has  rendered  that  letter  null 
and  of  no  effect. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  That  is  very  good. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  is  null  ab  initio,  be¬ 
cause  Congress  has  not  completed  its 
work  on  the  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  bill  was  approved 
by  the  conferees  with  that  understand¬ 
ing,  and  I  am  sure  the  conference  report 
will  be  approved  by  the  Members  of  the 
Senate  with  the  same  understanding. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  sure  it  will  be 
approved  by  the  Senate  with  the  same 
understanding.  If  any  Senator  has  any 
views  to  the  contrary,  I  hope  he  will 
express  them.  I  understand  I  am  ex¬ 
pressing  what  I  believe  to  be  the  unani¬ 
mous  will  of  the  Senate  in  regard  to  this 
important  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram,  and  I  certainly  do  not  expect  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  to  do  other 
than  to  be  guided  by  the  directive  of 
Congress,  which  has  provided  funds  for 
this  program. 


Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  should  like  to  join 
other  Senators  in  saying  that  I  was  very 
happy  to  hear  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Georgia  announce  that  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee  had,  in  effect,  directed 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  not  to 
change  any  of  the  1958  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  programs  in  such  a  way  as  to 
restrict  the  eligibility  requirements  or  to 
delete  the  cost  sharing  in  the  1957  pro¬ 
gram.  I  take  it  that  the  Senator  remem¬ 
bers  that  I  also  had  this  in  mind  on  July 
3,  in  a  short  speech  I  made  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate,  when  I  protested  against 
any  changes,  and  urged  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  not  to  make  such  changes. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  may  say  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kentucky  that  I  heard  his  re¬ 
marks  on  that  occasion.  The  committee 
on  conference  had  not  at  that  time  con¬ 
cluded  its  labors.  The  same  news  had 
reached  me,  and  I  brought  it  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  conferees.  They  unanimously 
agreed  to  the  language  which  is  con¬ 
tained  in  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  COOPER.  There  are  two  prac¬ 
tices  which  are  very  important  to  my 
own  State.  I  know  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  is  familiar  with  those  practices. 
One  is  the  initial  treatment  of  farmland 
to  permit  the  use  of  legumes  and  grasses 
for  soil  improvement  and  protection. 
The  Senator  will  remember  that  this 
practice  is  one  in  which  the  Government 
shares  with  the  farmers  the  cost  of  ap¬ 
plying  lime,  rock  phosphate,  and  gypsum 
to  their  fields. 

There  is  another  practice,  among 
others,  which  encourages  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  cover  crops  for  winter  or  for 
summer  protection  from  erosion,  or  for 
green  manure. 

I  know  the  Senator  from  Georgia  is 
familiar  with  both  those  practices.  They 
are  very  important  to  my  State,  as  I 
think  they  are  also  to  most  of  the  other 
Southern  States. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  They  are,  indeed. 
The  second  practice  which  the  Senator 
mentioned  is  more  important  to  my  State 
than  is  liming;  but  they  are  both  very 
important. 

Mr.  COOPER.  It  is  intended  that 
those  practices  shall  be  continued? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  would  not  even  sus¬ 
pect  that  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  would  not  conform  to  the  very  clear 
expression  of  the  will  of  Congress. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  place  a 
statement  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Cooper 

On  July  3,  I  learned  that  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  was  considering  eliminating 
or  changing  several  of  the  cost-sharing  prac¬ 
tices  under  the  agricultural  conservation 
program.  Among  these  practices  was  one 
designated  as  practice  A-4,  which  is  entitled 
“Initial  Treatment  of  Farmland  To  Permit 
the  Use  of  Legumes  and  Grasses  for  Soil 
Improvement  and  Protection.”  This  is  the 
practice  under  which  the  Government  shares 
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with  farmers  the  cost  of  applying  lime,  rock 
phosphate,  and  gypsum  to  their  fields. 

Among  other  cost-sharing  practices  which 
I  understood  were  being  questioned  were 
those  known  as  D-l,  D-2,  and  D-3,  to  pro¬ 
mote  cover  crops  for  protection  against 
erosion,  and  for  green  manure.  And  there 
may  have  been  other  soil-conservation  prac¬ 
tices  which  were  being  questioned  by  the 
Department. 

On  the  same  day  that  I  learned  that  there 
might  be  changes  in  the  conservation  pro¬ 
gram,  July  3,  I  made  a  speech  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  protesting  any  changes  in  these 
practices,  and  urging  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  see  that  these  programs  were 
continued. 

I  was  glad  to  learn  that,  on  July  5,  the 
Senate  and  House  members  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee  considering  the  conference 
report  on  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill 
took  notice  of  these  proposed  changes  and 
some  members  have  been  kind  enough  to 
say  of  my  speech  on  the  Senate  floor  on  July 
3  against  any  changes,  and  write  into  the 
conference  report,  in  connection  with  ap¬ 
propriation  for  the  agricultural  conservation 
program,  these  words: 

“In  agreeing  to  the  fund  for  this  purpose 
in  the  accompany  bill,  the  conferees  direct 
that  no  change  will  be  made  in  the  1958  ag¬ 
ricultural  conservation  program  to  restrict 
eligibility  requirements  or  delete  cost-shar¬ 
ing  practice  included  in  the  1957  program.” 

At  this  point  I  insert  as  a  part  of  my  re¬ 
marks  the  section  from  the  conference  re¬ 
port  under  the  heading  Agricultural  Con¬ 
servation  Program: 

“agricultural  conservation  program 

“Amendment  No.  21:  Appropriates  $212 
million  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and  lim¬ 
its  amount  to  be  received  by  any  one  partic¬ 
ipant  to  $2,500  as  proposed  by  the  House 
instead  of  $1,500  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
It  is  agreed  by  the  conference  committee 
that  the  change  in  this  limitation  should 
not  affect  present  or  future  allocations  un¬ 
der  the  basic  formula  governing  the  distri¬ 
bution  of  funds  to  States  under  this  appro¬ 
priation. 

“The  amount  appropriated,  together  with 
the  balance  of  $38  million  available  from  the 
1955  program,  will  provide  the  full  $250  mil¬ 
lion  authorized  for  the  1957  program. 

“The  conferees  believe  that  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  program  should  not  be  used  to 
curtail  existing  programs,  particularly  the 
agricultural  conservation  program.  It  is  un¬ 
derstood  from  the  Department’s  justifica- 
tipns  and  testimony  that  the  1958  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program  will  be  continued 
on  the  same  basis  as  the  1957  program.  In 
agreeing  to  the  funds  for  this  purpose  in 
the  accompanying  bill,  the  conferees  direct 
that  no  changes  will  be  made  in  the  1958 
agricultural  conservation  program  to  restrict 
eligibility  requirements  or  delete  cost-shar¬ 
ing  practices  included  in  the  1957  program. 
Floods  and  drought  conditions  in  much  of 
the  Nation  make  it  imperative  that  all  1957 
program  practices  be  continued  in  1958. 

“It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  1957  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  program  is  participated  in  by 
only  81,130  people  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$133  million,  whereas  the  1957  agricultural 
conservation  program  is  participated  in  by 
1,275,000  farmers  at  an  estimated  Federal 
cost  of  about  $250  million. 

“The  conferees  recommend  that  the  De¬ 
partment  revise  its  method  of  securing  rec¬ 
ommendations  for  practices  covered  by  the 
proposed  advance  authorization  for  the  1959 
agricultural  conservation  program  by  se¬ 
curing  recommendations  for  cost-sharing 
practices  from  county  and  State  committees 
at  the  time  the  1958  program  Is  formulated. 
This  should  result  in  economy  of  program 
administration,  more  timely  recommenda¬ 
tions  for  formulation  of  a  national  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program  for  1959,  and 
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should  enable  the  Department  to  present  any 
changes  proposed  In  the  1959  program  to  the 
Congress  during  appropriation  hearings  next 
year.” 

I  congratulate  the  Senate  members  of  the 
conference  committee,  and  the  House  mem¬ 
bers  as  well,  for  their  prompt  action  to  safe¬ 
guard  the  conservation  program  during  the 
coming  year.  This  program  is  well  ad¬ 
ministered  by  its  officers  in  Washington, 
by  our  State  committee,  and  county  com¬ 
mittees — as  in  my  State  of  Kentucky — and 
it  has  been  an  invaluable  help  to  farmers, 
particularly  small  farmers,  in  my  State  and 
thoughout  the  Nation. 

I  would  like  to  speak  briefly  about  con¬ 
servation  and  the  agricultural  conservation 
program. 

NEED  FOB  CONSERVATION 

This  country  and  all  its  171  million  people 
have  a  vital  interest  in  the  conservation  of 
our  agricultural  resources. 

The  abundance  of  agricultural  resources 
is  the  chief  reason  for  our  abundance  of 
food,  clothing,  and  shelter  required  by  a 
steadily  growing  population  for  ‘a  high 
standard  of  living.  And  our  croplands, 
grazing  lands  and  forests  furnish  70  percent 
of  the  raw  materials  going  into  our  great 
industries.  , 

But  we  have  used  those  resources  heavily 
and  often  recklessly.  Most  of  our  croplands 
and  nonforested  grazing  lands  need  con¬ 
servation  treatment  to.  protect  and  improve 
them.  And  we  have  used  up  most  of  our 
virgin  forests.  Evidence  of  a  dwindling  water 
supply  is  seen  in  most  parts  of  our  country. 

We  are  told  that  our  increasing  population 
will  need  by  1975,  a  third  more  food  and 
double  the  amount  of  water  for  industrial, 
irrigation,  and  domestic  purposes. 

To  meet  the  increasing  demands  in  the 
years  ahead,  we  must  assure  ourselves  that, 
in  the  national  interest,  the  agricultural  soil 
and  water  resources  are  protected  and  im¬ 
proved.  However,  as  a  national  policy,  we 
do  not  expect  farmers  to  try  to  do  the  job 
alone.  To  help  producers  get  the  conserva¬ 
tion  job  done,  the  Congress  has  established 
various  conservation  services. 

All  these  services  are  important  and  badly 
needed.  One  of  the  most  important  and 
most  needed  is  the  agricultural  conservation 
program.  The  agricultural  conservation 
program  and  the  farmers  work  together  to 
get  conservation  work  done. 

THE  a cp 

Under  the  ACP,  cost-sharing  assistance  is 
available  to  producers  to  help  them  carry 
out  approved  conservation  practices.  In 
general,  the  costs  are  shared  on  pretty  much 
a  50-50  basis.  In  some  counties,  where  the 
need  for  assistance  is  great,  the  ACP  may 
supply  a  slightly  higher  percentage  of  the 
total  cost.  In  all  cases,  the  farmer  pays  the 
balance  and  installs  or  arranges  for  the  in¬ 
installation  of  the  practices. 

The  Congress  has  based  this  cost-sharing 
principle  on  the  fact  that  conserving  soil  and 
water  resources  is  just  as  important  to  city 
people  as  to  farmers.  And  upon  the  fact 
that  farmers  cannot  do  alone  all  that’s  need¬ 
ed  in  the  interest  of  themselves  or  city 
people. 

Conservation  practices  cost  money.  Often 
producers  just  don’t  have  the  money  needed 
to  build  a  dam  and  pond  to  hold  water  or  to 
do  everything  that’s  needed  to  establish  or 
improve  a  conservation  cover  on  the  land. 
Some  practices  don’t  bring  in  immediate 
profits.  Some  practices  are  needed  much 
more  for  the  benefit  of  people  other  than  the 
farmers  who  own  the  land  where  the  prac¬ 
tices  are  established. 

RESEARCH 

In  this  connection,  a  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  publication  of  June  this  year  reports 
research  in  cooperation  with  -the  Iowa  Agri¬ 
cultural  Experiment  Station  that  bears  on 
this. 


This  research  showed  that  it  took  4  to  5 
years  for  conservation  work  to  pay  off  in 
higher  income,  on  the  farmers  studied.  And 
that  large  additional  costs  were  required  for 
related  materials  not  included  in  the  con¬ 
servation  practices  themselves.  Loans  were 
needed  to  buy  the  materials  required  by  the 
conservation  treatment — but  not  a  part  of 
the  conservation  work — in  order  to  main¬ 
tain  farm  income. 

On  this  very  point,  research  by  the  Wis¬ 
consin  College  of  Agriculture  shows  that 
southwestern  Wisconsin  farmers  are  not  in¬ 
clined  to  take  out  loans  for  conservation 
purposes. 

There  are  many  such  examples  that  illu¬ 
strate  the  fact  that  most  farmers  cannot 
carry  through  all  the  needed  conservation 
work  on  their  own. 

The  Agricultural  Conservation  Program 
helps  farmers  along  these  lines  through  its 
cost-sharing  provisions. 

NINETEEN  HUNDRED  AND  FIFTY-FIVE 
ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

More  farmers  requested  cost-sharing  under 
the  1955  program  for  conservation  on  their 
farms  and  ranches  than  under  the  1954  pro¬ 
gram.  Practices  were  carried  out  on  1,142,- 
025  farms  and  ranches.  Farms  and  ranches 
participating  in  the  1955  program  consti¬ 
tuted  about  36  percent  of  the  cropland  and 
about  34  percent  of  the  total  farmland  in 
the  country. 

The  gross  average  ACP  cost-sharing  assist¬ 
ance  for  the  farmers  who  participated  in  the 
1955  program  was  $162  per  farmer.  This 
was  an  increase  over  the  previous  program 
by  $33  per  farmer. 

Here  are  illustrations  of  the  type  and  ex¬ 
tent  of  conservation  measures  carried  out 
by  farmers  under  the  1955  ACP: 

Establishment  of  permanent  cover  for  soil 
protection,  1,002,693  acres. 

Establishment  of  contour  stripcropping  for 
erosion  control,  218,693  acres. 

Increasing  the  acreage  of  winter  or  sum¬ 
mer  annual  protective  cover  to  prevent 
erosion,  684,047  acres.  ' 

Establishment  of  contour  farming  on  non- 
terraced  land  for  erosion  control,  393,837 
acres. 

Emergency  tillage  of  cropland  to  control 
Wind  erosion,  10,472,492  acres. 

Planting,  interplanting,  or  replanting  trees 
or  shrubs  for  erosion  control  or  forestry  pur¬ 
poses,  150,216  acres. 

Improvement  of  a  stand  of  trees  for  erosion 
control  or  forestry  purposes,  133,244  acres. 

Constructing  terraces  to  control  the  flow  of 
water  and  check  erosion,  744,028  acres. 

Constructing  or  improving  water  facilities 
to  permit  proper  pasture  and  range  manage¬ 
ment  as  a  means  of  protecting  established 
vegetative  cover  for  soil  protection,  74,089 
structures. 

Establishing  permanent  sod  waterways  to 
dispose  of  excess  water  without  causing  ero¬ 
sion,  1,549,124,000  square  feet. 

Constructing  diversion  and  spreader  ter¬ 
races,  ditches,  or  dikes  to  intercept  apd  divert 
excess  water  to  protected  outlets  and  spread 
water  for  erosion  control  and  water  conser¬ 
vation,  5,111  miles. 

Constructing  or  improving  dams  for  ero¬ 
sion  control,  11,825  structures. 

Installing,  enlarging,  or  improving  farm 
drainage  systems  to  dispose  of  excess  water, 
1,362,218  acres  drained  adequately. 

Liming  materials  applied  to  farmland  to 
permit  the  use  of  conservation  crops  for  soil 
protection  and  erosion  control,  15,154,798 
tons. 

PROGRAM  COMMENTS 

The  ACP  places  a  great  deal  of  responsi¬ 
bilities  on  local  committees  for  adapting 
practices  to  accomplish  the  most  conserva¬ 
tion  to  best  meet  local  needs  and  problems. 
This  enabled  counties  to  give  more  emphasis 
to  practices  most  needed  locally. 


County  farmer  committees  work  hard  to 
help  farmers  make  needed  land  use  adjust¬ 
ments  to  increase  the  amount  of  conserva¬ 
tion  accomplished.  Committees  have  had 
authority  to  adjust  rates  of  cost  for  some 
practices  under  certain  conditions  in  order 
to  reach  desired  levels  of  conservation  per¬ 
formance. 

Cost-sharing  is  available  to  farmers  for 
most  of  the  practices  essential  on  individual 
farms  for  watershed  improvement  and  flood 
prevention.  Most  practices  in  the  ACP  have 
direct  value  for  flood  prevention  and  proper 
watershed  management. 

The  ACP  emphasizes  practices  that  give 
longtime  benefits,  but  not  to  the  exclusion  of 
other  needed  conservation  practices.  The 
ACP  encouraged  farmers  to  follow  conserva¬ 
tion  measures  which  will  lead  to  sound  sys¬ 
tems  of  conservation  farming,  which  give 
more  enduring  protection  to  the  agricultural 
resources,  and  which  improve  their  produc¬ 
tive  capacity.  As  an  example  of  the  trend, 
water  practices  are  being  established  in  many 
States  at  a  much  faster  rate  now  than  before. 

CURRENT  SITUATION 

The  costs  of  farm  conservation  are  up. 
The  costs  of  things  that  farmers  have  to  buy 
are  up.  Net  income  from  farming  is  low. 

Under  this  situation  farmers  are  less  in¬ 
clined  to  spend  money  (often  money  they’d 
have  to  borrow)  for  conservation. 

Therefore,  there  is  a  particularly  urgent 
need  for  cost-sharing  for  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  at  the  present  time. 

FACTS  ABOUT  THE  ACP  IN  KENTUCKY 

The  other  comments  on  ACP  apply  equally 
to  Kentucky. 

The  program  has  been  of  untold  benefit  to 
Kentucky’s  farmers  and  resources.  Much 
of  our  State  is  subject  to  serious  erosion. 
It  is  rolling  country.  Our  farms  are  pretty 
largely,  small  farms.  Farm  family  income 
has  not  kept  up  with  the  income  of  the 
Nation  as  a  whole. 

ACP  has  helped  our  farmers  keep  their  soil 
on  our  hillsides  by  providing  financial  help 
that  has  encouraged  them  to  use  grasses  and 
legumes  *  *  *  the  best  kind  of  erosion  con¬ 
trol  we  can  use.  Those  grasses  and  legumes 
need  lime  and  phosphate  to  make  them 
effective  in  holding  our  precious  topsoil  in 
place. 

1955  is  a  fairly  typical  year  for  the  program 
in  the  State.  In  that  year,  Kentucky  farm¬ 
ers  established  a  great  amount  of  conserva¬ 
tion  under  the  ACP.  For  example: 

They  established  or  improved  land  cover 
for  needed  soil  protection  this  much:  97,000 
acres  of  permanent  cover;  93,000  acres  of 
rotation  seedings  increased;  and  163,000  acre3 
of  annual  cover. 

They  used  1.2  million  tons  of  liming  ma¬ 
terials  to  permit  the  use  of  conservation 
cover  for  soil  protection  and  erosion  control. 

They  drained  14,000  acres  of  farmland  to 
permit  conservation  farming. 

They  put  in  5,900  new  livestock  water  de¬ 
velopments. 

They  controlled  competitive  shrubs  on 
20,710  acres. 

These  and  many  other  ACP  cost-sharing 
conservation  practices  helped  Kentucky 
farmers  to  do  a  fine  job  of  protecting  and  im¬ 
proving  their  agricultural  resources.  I  sup¬ 
port  the  program. 

I  am  glad  that  the  conferees  on  the  agri¬ 
culture  appropriations  bill  have  declared 
their  Support  in  clear  terms, 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  associate  myself,  as 
a  member  of  the  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence,  with  the  statement  made  on  the 
floor  in  connection  with  the  agricultural 
conservation  program,  and  the  expecta¬ 
tion  and  the  insistence  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  of  conference  that  it  be  carried  out 
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in  conformity  with  the  mandate  of  Con¬ 
gress.  I  wish  to  advert,  however,  to  a 
slightly  different  phase  of  the  conference 
report. 

I  think  that  one  of  the  great  results 
of  the  Senate  action  and  the  conference 
action  was  the  continuation  of  the  acre¬ 
age-reserve  program.  In  connection 
with  that,  there  was  a  dispute  between 
the  position  of  the  House  and  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate.  The  Senate  proposed 
a  $5,000  limitation  on  the  payments  to 
a  single  producer,  and  the  House  pro¬ 
posed  $2,500.  The  conference  finally 
settled  on  $3,000.  That  amount  was 
agreed  upon  as  part  of  sort  of  a  pack¬ 
age  arrangement  through  a  series  of 
compromises,  so  I  do  not  want  our  col¬ 
leagues  to  think  that  we  tried  to  cut  the 
melon  in  half  and  missed  it  as  com¬ 
pletely  as  it  might  appear. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  had  to  save  the 
conservation  program  and  the  soil  bank. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  That  is  correct.  After 
a  long  series  of  negotiations,  we  arrived 
at  this  solution.  However,  I  wish  to  es¬ 
tablish  a  little  legislative  history  on  the 
floor  in  connection  with  one  word  which 
appears  in  the  conference  report,  and 
which,  if  misinterpreted,  could  work  tre¬ 
mendous  injury  to  the  tenant  farmers  of 
the  country.  On  page  7  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  is  a  statement  which  reads: 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
Intend  to  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and  con¬ 
cur  with  an  amendment  limiting  payments 
to  any  one  producer  to  $3,000  instead  of 
$2,500  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  $5,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

We  ought  to  think  a  little  about  the 
word  “producer.”  If  “producer”  were  to 
be  interpreted  by  the  Department  as  a 
farm  owner,  for  example,  it  would  mean 
in  a  great  many  areas  of  the  country 
direct  discrimination  against  tenant 
farmers,  because  in  my  section  of  the 
country,  and  in  other  sections  of  the 
country,  as  well,  a  single  farm  owner, 
and  not  necessarily  a  very  opulent  one, 
may  own  2,  3,  or  4  different  farms  which 
he  rents  to  2,  3,  or  4  different  tenants. 

If  the  word  “producer”  were  to  be  in¬ 
terpreted  as  meaning  a  farm  owner,  it 
would  mean  that  if  he  had  a  $3,000  pay¬ 
ment  on  acreage  reserve  cooperation 
with  tenant  A,  then  tenants  B,  C,  and 
D,  to  whom  the  owner  also  rents  farms, 
would  be  precluded  entirely  from  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  soil  bank  program.  I 
am  perfectly  convinced  that  the  con¬ 
ferees  and  the  conference  did  not  intend 
to  discriminate  as  among  tenants. 
What  we  were  trying  to  do,  both  in  the 
$2,500  and  the  $5,000  limitation,  was  to 
establish  a  ceiling  to  avoid  unduly  large 
payments  to  a  single  farm  operation. 

So  I  think  it  should  be  established  in 
the  Record  here  and  now  that  what  we 
had  in  mind  in  conference  was  really  a 
$3,000  limitation  on  a  single  farm  oper¬ 
ation  or  on  a  single  farm;  that  it  is  the 
producer  we  have  in  mind,  rather 
than  a  farm  owner  who  might  own  sev¬ 
eral  farms.  In  my  own  State  of  South 
Dakota,  frequently  there  are  widows  who 
support  themselves  from  the  income  of 
2,  3,  or  4  pieces  of  property  which  they 
rent  on  shares  to  different  tenants. 

I  should  like  to  establish  with  the 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Subcommittee 
on  Agriculture  Appropriations  the  fact 


that  we  were  not  trying  to  discriminate 
among  tenants;  we  were  thinking  in 
terms  of  the  producer,  as  that  word  ap¬ 
plies  to  the  operator  of  a  single  farm, 
rather  than  to  the  individual  who  might 
own  several  farms,  and  thereby,  by 
working  out  some  acreage  reserve  con¬ 
tract  with  one  tenant  farmer,  preclude 
himself  from  participating  with  other 
tenants  on  different  farms  to  the  dis¬ 
advantage  of  those  other  tenants. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  said  that  no  one 
producer  could  get  more  than  $3,000. 
It  seems  to  me  that  that  is  perfectly 
clear.  We  did  not  say  “one  farmer.” 
We  said  “one  producer.”  We  did  not 
say  “one  landowner”;  we  said  “one  pro¬ 
ducer.” 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Yes;  but  the  word 
“producer”  lends  itself  to  several  defini¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  To  me  it  means  a  per¬ 
son  working  a  farm  somewhere. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  That  is  what  it  means 
to  me. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Whether  it  be  1  acre 
or  4  acres.  It  means  one  farming  oper¬ 
ation  on  a  single  piece  of  land. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  That  is  precisely  cor¬ 
rect.  I  wanted  to  establish  that  for  the 
Record,  in  case  some  solicitor  in  the 
Department  might  have  a  second  cousin 
who  is  a  lexicographer,  who  might  say 
that  by  “producer”  is  meant  anyone  who 
owns  land  from  which  crops  are  pro¬ 
duced  and  thus  preclude  him  from  ex¬ 
ceeding  his  personal  $3,000  income  from 
the  acreage  reserve  by  virtue  of  the  fact 
he  owns  and  rents  several  farms  to 
several  tenants. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  think  one  producer 
could  be  a  man  who  owned  several  farms 
and  worked  them  all  by  self-help.  But 
if  he  had  a  tenant  on  each  farm,  each 
tenant  would  be  a  producer. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  think  that  is  correct. 
And  our  legislative  history  now  clearly 
shows  the  intent  of  Congress  to  be  pre¬ 
cisely  that. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  endorse  the  interpre¬ 
tation  of  the  meaning  of  a  single  pro¬ 
ducer.  I  also  point  out  that  I  was  rather 
disappointed  when  the  Senate  conferees 
could  not  get  the  House  conferees  to 
agree  to  any  amount  higher  than  the 
$3,000  limit.  That  will  limit  the  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  the  acreage  reserve  to  some 
extent.  I  have  no  sympathy  with  $200,- 
000  or  $300,000  payments,  but  the  limita¬ 
tion  of  $3,000  is  too  low  for  this  type  of 
program.  / 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  assure  my  friend 
from  Vermont  that  we  struggled  vio¬ 
lently,  and  the  conference  almost  split 
on  that  very  point.  It  came  to  a  ques¬ 
tion  of  whether  we  were  going  to  take 
$250  million  for  conservation  reserve  and 
a  $4,000  limitation.  Finally,  we  got  $325 
million  for  the  acreage  reserve  and  a 
$3,000  limitation.  We  did  not  succeed 
becaues  of  a  lack  of  diligence,  persist¬ 
ence,  and  endeavor.  The  House  was 
anxious  to  take  that  provision  back  to 
have  a  separate  vote  on  it.  We  are 
trying  desperately  to  keep  them  from 
doing  so.  I  think  that  if  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  had  been  present,  he 
would  have  thought  we  did  very  well. 


under  the  actual  conditions  which  con¬ 
fronted  us. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  have  been  a  member 
of  conferences  with  Members  of  the 
House  myself,  and  I  know  how  insistent 
the  House  conferees  can  be. 

I  realize  that  the  Senate  conferees 
fought,  bled,  and  almost  died  in  order 
to  preserve  the  $5,000  minimum.  I  know 
that  $3,000  was  all  we  could  possibly 
agree  on  in  this  particular  program.  We 
cannot  expect  to  get  quite  as  complete 
results  from  the  acreage  reserve  as  we 
would  if  we  had  the  higher  limitation. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  What  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  has  said  is  exactly  correct.  We 
tried  every  conceivable  way  to  hold  the 
figure  closer  to  the  $5,000  level,  and  not 
to  recede  to  the  extent  to  which  we  had 
to  recede.  But  the  House  was  adamant. 
At  no  other  time  in  the  present  session 
of  Congress  have  I  found  the  process  of 
compromise  more  difficult  to  negotiate, 
save  only  in  the  proposed  civil-rights  leg¬ 
islation  with  which  the  Senate  is  now 
concerned. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  have  raised  the  ques¬ 
tion  so  that  if  the  results  from  the  acre¬ 
age  reserve  are  not  what  we  hoped  they 
would  be,  the  limitation  of  payments  at 
a  low  level  will  be  shown  to  be  a  contrib¬ 
uting  factor. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  undoubtedly 
true.  I  think  even  the  original  Senate 
figure  of  $5,000  was  perhaps  somewhat 
low. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  agree  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Georgia  on  that.  If  the  amount 
had  been  twice  that  figure  it  would  prob¬ 
ably  have  been  more  realistic. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  had  not  intended 
to  get  into  the  discussion  of  high  pay¬ 
ments.  I  think  most  Senators  know  that 
one  of  the  highest  payments  in  the  Na¬ 
tion  was  made  to  a  Kansas  wheat  farm¬ 
er — $61,000.  But  I  remind  the  Senate 
that  in  his  fanning  activities  26  farm 
families  were  engaged  and  there  were  26 
farms.  If  it  is  proposed  to  reduce  the 
$61,000  payments  for  this  large  operation 
to  $3,000,  we  will  not  be  carrying  out  the 
policy  of  getting  acreage  reductions  or 
participation  in  the  conservation  reserve 
programs.  No  one  wants  to  continue 
high  payments;  but  if  there  is  to  be  a 
program  which  will  take  crops  out  of 
production,  it  will  be  necessary  to  take 
care  of  large  farms. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Anyonne  who  is  fa¬ 
miliar  with  the  details  of  the  acreage  re¬ 
serve  soil  bank  programs  knows  the  limi¬ 
tation  on  any  one  producer  is  not  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  purposes  and  policies  of 
the  act.  The  Senator  from  Kansas  has 
been  a  Member  of  this  body  for  a  long 
time.  He  knows  we  are  constantly  con¬ 
fronted  with  conditions,  not  with  theo¬ 
ries,  in  matters  of  this  kind.  Every  Sen¬ 
ator  has  come  agricultural  interest  in  his 
State.  It  may  be  small  in  some  cases, 
and  paramount  in  others. 

But  there  is  another  body  which  has  to 
do  with  this  bill,  and  as  to  about  200 
Members  of  that  body,  the  only  farm¬ 
ing  carried  on  among  their  constituents 
is  done  in  flower  pots  and  flower  boxes. 
They  approach  these  matters  from  a  po¬ 
sition  somewhat  different  from  that  of  a 
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Senator  who  is  trying  to  represent  real 
farming  areas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  rose 
for  the  purpose  of  commending  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia.  I  have  listened  to 
the  debate  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  re¬ 
garding  what  I  believe  is  the  intent  of 
the  Senate  in  so  far  as  carrying  out  the 
ACP  program  is  concerned.  I  cannot 
conceive  that  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  will  not  carry  it  out  in  the  way 
the  Senate  expects  it  to  be  carried  out. 

I  desire  to  commend  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Rus¬ 
sell].  I  have  never  had  any  fear  re¬ 
garding  agricultural  programs  or  appro¬ 
priations,  so  long  as  they  were  estab¬ 
lished  or  made  under  the  leadership  of 
the  able  Senator  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Kansas. 

Mr.  President,  I  move  that  the  report 
be  agreed  to. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Georgia. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  a  message 
from  the  House  of  Representatives, 
which  will  be  read. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

In  the  House  of  Representatives, 

United  States, 

July  9, 1957. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  12  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  7441) 
entitled  “An  act  making  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes,” 
and  concur  therein^ 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  24,  and  concur  therein  with  an  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  of 
"$5,000”  proposed  in  said  amendment,  insert 
“$3,000.” 


Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  concur  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  House  of  Representatives  to 
the  amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered 
24. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  ot  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Georgia. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  body  of  the  Record  a 
table  on  the  agricultural  appropriation 
bill,  showing  a  comparative  statement  of 
the  appropriations  and  authorizations 
for  1957  and  the  budget  estimates  and 
the  amounts  recommended  in  the  bill 
for  1958,  together  with  the  conference 
allowances. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 


Comparative  statement  of  appropriations  and  authorizations  for  1957  and  estimates  and  amounts  recommended  in  bill  for  1958  together  with 

conference  allowances 


REGULAR  ACTIVITIES  (TITLE  I) 


Agency  and  item 

Appropriation, 

1957 

Estimates, 

1958 

Amounts  rec¬ 
ommended  in 
House  bill 

Amounts  rec¬ 
ommended  in 
Senate  bill 

Conference 

allowance, 

1958 

Agricultural  Research  Servioe: 

Salaries  and  expenses: 

Research _  _ _ _ 

$53,  786,  000 
28,  794, 000 
15,  650, 000 

$60,  875, 000 
26,  952,  000 
18,  718,  000 

$48,  994,  890 
25,  682,  000 
16,  586, 000 

$58,  794,  890 
26, 082, 000 
16,  826,  000 

$57,  794,  890 
26,  082,  000 
16,  826,  000 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control . _ . . . . . 

Meat  inspection _ _ 

Total,  salaries  and  expenses . 

92,  230,  000 

106^545,000 

91,  262,  890 

101,  702,  890 

100,  702,  890 

State  experiment  stations: 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico _ 

29,  503, 708 
*  250,  000 

34,  003,  708 
250, 000 

29,  503,  708 
250,  000 

30,  503,  708 
250,  000 

30, 353,  708 
250,000 

Penalty  mail . . . . . _. . . . 

Total,  State  experiment  stations . . . . 

29,  753,  708 
16,  250,  000 

34,  253,  708 

0 

29,  753, 708 

30, 753, 708 

30,  603,  708 

Animal  disease  laboratory  facilities _ _ _ 

Total,  Agricultural  Research  Service . . _ . 

144,  233,  708 

140,  798,  708 

121,  016,  598 

132,  456,  598 

131, 306,  598 

Extension  Service: 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico . . . 

1  49, 101,  000 

0 

1  2, 164,  000 
2,  000,  000 

54.  365,  000 
5,  260, 000 
2, 164,  000 
2,  341,  000 

49, 101, 000 
5,  260, 000 
2, 164;  000 
2,  096,  540 

50,  865, 000 
5,  260,  000 
2, 164,  000 
2,  096,  540 

50, 716, 000 
5,  260,  000 
2, 164, 000 
2, 096,  540 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents . . . . 

Penalty  mail _ 

Federal  Extension  Service . . . . . 

Total,  Extension  Service . . . . . . 

53,  265,  000 
550,000 

64, 130,  000 
578, 000 

58,  621,  540 
578,000 

60,  385,  540 
-  578,000 

60,  235,  540 
678,000 

F armer  Cooperative  Service _ _ 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service: 

Marketing  Research  and  Service: 

Marketing  research  and  agriculture  estimates . 

13, 437, 000 
13, 020, 000 

15,  482,  500 
15, 186, 000 

/ 

14, 041,  700 
14, 274, 900 

14, 141, 700 
14, 324, 900 

14, 116,  700 
14,  274,  900 

Marketing  services . . . . .  . 

Total,  Marketing  research  and  service . 

26,  457,  000 
1, 160,  000 
100, 000, 000 

30,  668,  .500 
1,  260,  000 
100, 000,  000 

28, 316,  600 
1, 160, 000 
100, 000, 000 

28,  466,  600 
1, 160,  000 
100, 000,  000 

28, 391,  600 
1, 160,  000 
100, 000, 000 

Payments  to  States,  Territories,  and  possessions . 

School-lunch  program _ _ _ _ .. 

Total,  Agricultural  Marketing  Service . . . . . 

127,617,000 
3,  750,  000 
787,  400 

131,928,500 
4,  383,  500 
832,000 

129,  476,  600 
3,  902,  300 
832,  000 

129, 626,  600 
4, 052,  300 
832,000 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service..  _ _ _ _ 

4,  002, 300 
832,000 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority . . . 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service: 

Aereago  allotments  and  marketing  quotas _ _ _  . 

40, 963, 000 
67,  600, 000 

43, 000,  000 
72,  200,  000 

40,  715,  000 
67,  662,  500 

40,  715, 000 
67,  662,  500 

40, 715, 000 
67, 662, 500 

Sugar  Act  program _ _ 

Total,  Commodity  Stabilization . . . 

108,563,000 
6,  210,  000 
8,  600,  000 
27,  750, 000 
2,  785,  000 
2,  500, 000 
1,  325,  000 
735, 000 

115,  200,  000 
7,  300,  000 
9,  629,  000 
30,000,000 
3. 172, 000 
2,  726,  000 
1,  465, 000 
824, 000 

108,  377,  500 
6, 376,  700 
9,  030,  950 
29, 089,  500 
2,943,000 
2,  640, 660 
1,  367,  500 
772,000 

108,  377,  500 
6,  376,  700 
9, 030,  950 
29,  089,  500 
2,  943, 000 
2,  664, 060 
1,  367,  500 
772,  000 

~  108, 377,  500 
6,  376,  700 
9,  030,  950 
29,  089,  500 
2,  943,  000 
2,  660,  660 
1, 367,  500 
772, 000 

Federal  crop  insurance _ _ 

Rural  Electrification  Administration,  salaries  and  expenses _ 

Farmers’  Home  Administration,  salaries  and  expenses . 

Office,  of  General  Counsel _  ... 

Office  of  Secretary _ 

Office  of  Information _  .  i  • 

Soil  and  water  conservation: 

Soil  Conservation  Service:  _  ..  . 

9 

Conservation  operations _ _ _ _ 

67,  500, 000 
17,500,000 
12, 000, 000 
232, 000 

73,  545, 000 
25,  500,  000 
13,  220, 000 
350,000 

73,  545, 000 
25,500,000 
13,  220, 000 
350,000 

72,  545, 000 
25,  500,000 
13,  220, 000 
350,000 

Watershed  protection _ _ _ _ 

Flood  prevention . . . .  .  .  . 

Water  conservation  and  utilization  projects _ 

Total,  Soil  Conservation  Service . . . . . 

97,  232, 000 

112,615,000 
20, 000,  000 
v  237,000,000 
298, 826,  060 

112,615,000 
10, 000, 000 
212, 000, 000 
162,  940, 000 

111,615,000 
10, 000, 000 
212, 000, 000 
162,  940, 000 

Great  Plains  program.  . 

Agricultural  conservation  program . . . . . 

227,  500, 000 
»  (450, 000, 000) 

Conservation  reserve  program,  soil  bank . 

Total,  soil  and  water  conservation: 

On  appropriation  basis _ _ _ 

324, 732, 000 
774,  732, 000 

668, 441, 660 
668,  441,  660 

535,000,000 
535,  000, 000 

497,  555, 000 
497,  555, 000 

496, 555, 000 
496,555,000 

On  comparative  basis _ 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Comparative  statement  of  appropriations  and  authorizations  for  1957  and  estimates  and  amounts  recommended  in  bill  for  195S  together  with 

conference  allowances — Continued 


REGULAR  ACTIVITIES  (TITLE  D)— Continued 


Agency  and  item 

Appropriation, 

1957 

Estimates, 

1958 

Amounts  rec¬ 
ommended  in 
House  bill 

Amounts  rec¬ 
ommended  in 
Senate  bill  - 

^•Conference 

allowance, 

1958 

Acreage  reserve  program,  soil  bank: 

On  appropriation  basis _ _ _ _ 

$701, 173, 340 

$600, 000, 000 
600, 000,  000 

On  comparative  basis . . . _ . 

2  ($750,000,000) 

600,000,000 

Total,  regular  activities  (Title  I) : 

On  appropriation  basis . . 

813, 403, 108 

3  2, 013,  403, 108 

1, 882,  581,  708 
1, 882,  581,  708 

1,586, 107, 248 
1, 586, 107,  248 

1,  582,  678,  848 
1,  582,  078, 848 

On  comparative  basis _ _ 

i  Third  supplemental  appropriation  bill,  1957,  now  pending  includes  $250,000  for  3  1st  year’s  program  authorized  to  be  financed  from  Commodity  Credit  Corpora- 

pcnalty,  mail  costs  of  State  experiment  stations  and  additional  $514,000  for  penalty  tion  funds  in  lieu  of  direct  appropriation,  with  subsequent  reimbursement  to  CCC. 

mail  for  State  extension  services,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  “Payments  to  a  Includes  authorized  spending  from  CCC  for  1957  soil  bank 

States;  etc.,"  Extension  Service. 


CORPORATIONS  (TITLE  II) 


Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corp.: 

Subscription  to  capital  stock _ 1 _ _ _ _ _ 

$13,000,000 
(2, 000, 000) 

929,  287, 178 
*  (33, 000,  000) 

0 

($2, 000, 000) 

1,  239,  788,  671 
(38, 400,  000) 

Administrative  expense  limitation . . . . 

Commodity  Credit  Corp.: 

Restoration  of  capital  impairment . . .  ..  . 

($2,  000, 000) 

1,  239,  788, 671 
(34,  398,  000) 

($2,  000,  000) 

1,  239,  788,  671 
(35,  398, 000) 

($2, 000,  000) 

1, 239,  788, 671 
(35,  398, 000) 

Administrative  expense  limitation _ _ _  .. 

Total,  corporations _ _ _ _ 

942, 287,  178 

1,  239,  788,  671 

1, 239,  788, 671 

1,  239,  788,  671 

1,239,788,671 

*  Third  supplemental,  1957,  provided  $2,009,000  in  addition  to  regular  bill  for  1957. 


SPECIAL  ACTIVITIES  (TITLE  III) 


Reimbursements  to  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Animal  disease  eradication . . . . . . . . 

$13, 060, 954 
367, 740 
257, 420,  988 

$18,  581, 660 
80, 449 
824,  414, 129 

$18,  581, 660 
80, 449 
824,  414, 129 

$18,581,660 
80,  449 
824,  414, 129 

$13,  581,  660 
80. 449 
824,  414, 129 

Grading  and  classing _ _ _ _ _ 

Special  commodity  disposal . . . 

Total  reimbursements  to  CCC . . . . . . . ...» _ 

270, 849, 682 

813, 076, 238 

'  843,076,238 

843, 076, 238 

843,  076, 238 

RELATED  AGENCIES  (TITLE  IV) 


Farm  Credit  Administration . . . . . . . 

($2, 230, 000) 
(550, 000) 
(1,  932, 000) 
(1,  644,  000) 

($2,  200,  000) 
(') 

(3,375,000) 

(«) 

($2, 200, 000) 
(s) 

(3, 375,  000) 
(6) 

($2, 200, 000) 
(6) 

(3, 375, 000) 
<6) 

($2,  200,  000) 
(5) 

(3,  375, 000) 
(») 

Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation . . . . . . 

Federal  intermediate  credit  banks _ _ _ _ 

Production  credit  corporations . . . 

Total,  Farm  Credit  Administration.  . 

(6,  356, 000) 
150,  000 

(5,  575,  000) 

(5,  575, 000) 

(5,  575,  000) 

(5,  575, 000) 

Commission  on  increased  use  of  agricultural  products _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Total,  titles  I  through  IV: — 

On  appropriation  basis . 

On  comparative  basis _ _ 

2,  026,  689,  908 

7  3,  226,  689,  968 

3, 965,  446, 617 
3, 965, 446, 617 

3, 692, 889, 757 
3,  692,  889,  767 

3, 668, 972, 157 
3, 668, 972, 157 

3, 666,  543,  757 
3,  666,  543,  757 

8  Indefinite  authorization  proposed.  7  Includes  authorized  spending  from  CCC  for  1957  soil  bank. 

•  Consolidated  with  “Administrative  expenses,  Federal  intermediate  credit  banks.” 


LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 


Authoriza¬ 
tions,  1957 

Estimates, 

1958 

Amounts 
recommended 
in  House  bill 

Amounts 
recommended 
in  Senate  bill 

Conference 

allowance 

1958 

Kural  Electrification  Administration: 

3  $414, 000, 000 
100, 000, 000 

$179, 000, 000 
60, 000, 000 

$179,000,000 
60,  000,  000 

$179, 000, 000 
60, 000, 000 

$179, 000, 000 
60,  000, 000 

Total  Rural  Electrification  Administration.. . 

514, 000, 000 

239, 000, 000 

239, 000, 000 

239.000,000 

239, 000, 000 

Farmers’  Home  Administration: 

•  474, 000,  000 
180,  000,  000 
5,  500,  000 

50, 000, 000 
180,  000,  000 
5,  500, 000 

24, 000,  000 
180,000,000 

5,  500,  000 

24, 000,  000 
180,  000,  000 
5,  500,  000 

24,000,000 
180, 000, 000 
5,  500,  000 

Total  Farmers’  Home  Administration . . 

659, 500, 000 

235, 500, 000 

209,  500, 000 

209,  500, 000 

209,  500, 000 

Total  loan  authorization _ - _ _ ' _ _ _ 

1, 173,  500, 000 

474,  500,  000 

448,  500,  000 

448,  500,  000 

448,  500, 000 

*  Includes  $200,000,000  additional  authorized  in  Second  Urgent  Deficiency  Appro-  use  during  fiscal  years  1957  to  1901,  inclusive,  of  which  $50,000,000  is  programed  for 
priation  Act,  1957.  use  in  fiscal  1958.  In  addition  to  this  amount,  the  third  supplemental  bill,  1957 

9  Includes  $450,000,000  authorized  in  Public  Law  1020  for  farm  housing  loans  for  includes  $20,000,000  for  farm  ownership  loans. 


PERMANENT  AUTHORIZATIONS 


Authoriza¬ 
tions,  1957 

Estimates, 

1958 

Conference 
allowance  13 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service: 

$199, 976, 003 
546,000 

$223, 500, 000 
675, 000 

»  $223,  500, 000 
33  675, 000 

Eerishable  Agricultural  Commodities  Act  fund  11 . . - . . 

200,  522, 003 

2, 020, 975 

224, 175, 000 
35,  000, 000 

«  224, 175, 000 
33  35, 000, 000 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service:  National  Wool  Act  n__ . . . 

202,  542, 978 

259,  175, 000 

33  259, 175, 000 

a  »  General  fund  accounts.  12  House  and  Senate  approved  estimates. 

11  Special  fund  accounts. 
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E^toESSION  OP  APPRECIATION 

Mr.  apHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  desire  to  express  my  apprecia¬ 
tion  of  tne  cooperation  of  the  Senate 
and,  in  particular,  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from\New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez! , 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Russell]  ,\and  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Rhodf  Island  [Mr.  Green  1 , 
for  the  handling  oX  the  various  meas¬ 
ures  which  have  been,  before  the  Senate 
today.  The  Senate  has  disposed  of  two 
important  conference  ^reports — action 
which  was  very  greatly  needed — and  the 
Senate  has  also  sent  the  important  mu¬ 
tual-aid  bill  to  conference?^ All  of  us 
hope  that  it  will  soon  be  possible  for 
the  two  Houses  to  reach  agreement  on 
that  measure. 

I  want  the  Senate  and  the  country 
to  know  that  these  three  distinguished 
Senators,  who  have  led  their  colleagues 
in  these  endeavors,  are  extremely  de¬ 
serving  of  the  praise  of  all  of  us  and  of 
all  the  people ;  and  I  desire  to  express  my 
gratitude  to  them. 


RECENT  DECISIONS  OP  THE  SU¬ 
PREME  COURT  OP  THE  UNITED 

STATES 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  three  newspaper  articles 
which  have  come  to  my  attention. 

The  first  article  is  entitled  “Self-Pres¬ 
ervation:  United  States  Bar  Group 
Urges  Legislation  To  Overcome  Top 
Court  Decisions.’’  The  article  was  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  State,  of  Columbia,  S.  C. 

The  second  article  is  entitled  “Jurists 
Look  at  Supreme  Court.”  The  article 
was  written  by  the  noted  writer,  David 
Lawrence,  and  was  published  in  the 
Washington  Star  of  July  26,  1957. 

The  third  article  is  entitled  “Mallory 
Ruling  Held  Invitation  to  Crime,”  and 
was  published  in  the  Washington  Star  of 
July  25,  1957. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  articles 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows: 

[Prom  the  Columbia  (S.  C.)  State  of 
July  26,  1957] 

Self-Preservation:  United  States  Bar 

Group  Urges  Legislation  To  Overcome 

Top  Court  Decisions 

London,  July  25. — The  American  Bar 
sociation’s  committee  on  communism  cafled 
today  for  legislation  to  overcome  the  ^effect 
of  recent  United  States  Supreme  Covtrt  de¬ 
cisions.  It  said  mankind’s  first  lew,  the 
right  of  self-preservation,  is  involved  in  the 
struggle  against  subversion. 

The  association’s  house  of  delegates  ap¬ 
plauded  vigorously  as  it  heardvthe  chairman, 
former  Democratic  Senator  Herbert  R 
O’Conor  of  Maryland,  deliver  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  warning  to  the  courts  against  over- 
zealous  protection  of  theoretical  individual 
rights. 

No  action  was  taken  on  the  committee’s 
recommendations,  hut  it  was  instructed  to 
continue  its  studi 

United  States  ,Chief  Justice  Earl  Warren 
who  is  attending  the  convention,  was  not 
present  as  O’fconor  delivered  the  report. 
Warren  andDfJustice  John  M.  Harlan  sat  as 
observers  tjdday  on  the  bench  of  the  British 
Court  of, Appeals. 

The  committee  put  before  the  3,000  dele¬ 
gates  attending  the  London  session  of  the 
association's  80th  annual  convention  recom¬ 


mendations  for  legislation  which  would  ac¬ 
complish  these  things: 

1.  Safeguard  the  confidential  nature  of 
FBI  files. 

2.  Give  congressional  committees  the  same 
freedom  to  investigate  communism  as  they 
have  always  had  in  investigating  business¬ 
men  and  labor  leaders. 

3.  Sanction  the  right  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  discharge  security  risks  even  if 
they  hold  nonsensitive  posts. 

4.  Give  the  Department  of  Justice  the 
right  to  question  aliens  awaiting  deportation 
about  any  subversive  associations. 

5.  Correct  the  impression  that  the  Smith 
Act  was  not  intended  to  prohibit  advocacy 
and  teaching  of  forcible  overthrow  as  an 
abstract  principle. 

6.  Permit  schools,  universities,  bar  associa¬ 
tions,  and  other  organizations  to  set  stand¬ 
ards  that  would  exclude  those  who  refuse 
to  testify  fully  about  their  past  Communist 
activities. 

“It  is  traditional  and  right  that  our  courts 
are  zealous  in  protecting  individual  rights,” 
the  committee  declared.  “It  is  equally 
necessary  that  the  executive  and  legislative 
branches  take  effective  action  to  gird  our 
^ountry  against  Communist  infiltration  and 
aggression.  ^ 

[f  the  courts  lean  too  far  backward  in  the 
maintenance  of  theoretical  individual  rights, 
it  ma\  be  that  we  have  tied  the  hands  of, 
our  country  and  have  rendered  it  incapably 
of  carryiW  out  the  first  law  of  mankinc 
the  right  Of  self-preservation.  »  •  * 

“Our  committee  concludes  that  legislation 
introduced  tcNovercome  the  effect  of  Supreme 
Court  decision^yto  be  in  the  public  interest.” 

A  cardinal  point  in  the  committee's  rec¬ 
ommendations  is\that  Government  secrets 
on  many  matters, \ncluding  those  in  FBI 
files,  should  not  be\pened  wide  to  enable 
persons  accused  of  cipmes  Jto  prepare  de¬ 
fenses. 

O’Conor  said  the  que^fon  was  raised  in 
connection  with  the  Supreme  Court  decision 
of  last  month,  which  held  an  accused  per¬ 
son  is  entitled  to  hq*ve  accesk  to  pertinent 
statements  that  prosecution  wu^nesses  have 
made  to  the  Government. 

“We  are  in  firmAgreement  with  the  Court’s 
views  that  the/accused’s  right  to  naake  an 
adequate  defense  must  not  be  jeopardized 
by  arbitrary, withholding  of  pertinent  qpcu- 
ments  by  tjhe  prosecution,”  O’Conor  saic 

But  themourt  ruling,  he  added,  raises  t\e 
danger  .that  secret  files  would  be  openet 
havingtlittle  or  nothing  to  do  with  the  case1 
under  consideration,  and  which  might  yield 
information  important  to  national  security, 
’he  committee  declared  there  is  a  need  for 
[gislation  pinpointing  information  that  a 
^defendant  might  require. 

“The  desire  to  preserve  liberty  in  all  its 
forms,  and  the  absolute  necessity  of  pro¬ 
tecting  our  countries  and  families  from  in¬ 
ternational  communism  pose  a  problem  that 
is  very  difficult,”  O’Conor’s  committee  said. 

“England  and  the  United  States  have  for 
centuries  cherished  the  ideal  that  uniformity 
of  opinion  among  citizens  is  neither  desir¬ 
able  nor  obtainable.  On  the  other  hand, 
we’  are  not  so  blind  as  to  think  communism 
is  merely  another  shade  of  political  opinion. 
The  dilemma  that  confronts  our  two  coun¬ 
tries  is  monumental. 

“The  duty  of  the  bar  to  play  an  important 
part  in  finding  a  solution  of  the  dilemma  is 
self-evident.  We  must  strive  to  find  the 
proper  balance  between  liberty  and  author¬ 
ity.” 

[From  the  Washington  Evening  Star  of  July 
26,  1957] 

Jurists  Look  at  Supreme  Court;  Chief  Jus¬ 
tices  of  State  High  Tribunals  Reported 

Criticizing  Transgressions 

(By  David  Lawrence) 

Criticism  from  laymen  and  lawyers  con¬ 
cerning  recent  decisions  of  the  Supreme 


Court  of  the  United  States  has  lately  beem 
attracting  much  attention,  but  how  do  soma 
of  the  judges  throughout  the  country  f^el 
about  the  highest  court? 

There  are  not  many  opportunities/-  for 
judges  to  discuss  these  matters  pu&licly. 
But  something  that  occurred  the  other  day 
at  the  conference  of  the  chief  justices  of  the 
highest  courts  of  each  of  the,/48  States 
throws  a  light  on  this  quest  ion  VA  substan¬ 
tial  number  of  the  State  chief' Justices  fav¬ 
ored  a  resolution  condemning/in  the  severest 
terms  some  of  the  recent  .decisions  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  Unitfed  States. 

Here  is  the  full  texy  of  the  resolution 
offered  by  Chief  Justice/Norman  F.  Arterburn 
of  the  Supreme  Court/of  Indiana: 

"Be  it  resolved.  That  it  is  our  opinion  that 
the  United  States  Supreme  Court  has  trans¬ 
gressed  sound  lej^al  principles,  and  in  par¬ 
ticular,  usurped  factfinding  functions  in 
weighing  the  evidence  in  the  recent  cases  of 
Konigsberg  •/.  State  Bar  of  California  and 
Schware  v. /Board  of  Bar  Examiners  of  the 
State  of  New  Mexico. 

“More/ver,  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court  lias  encroached  upon  the  jurisdiction 
of  the'  State  courts  in  holding,  among  other 
things,  that  applicants  seeking  admission  to 
the  bars  of  the  State  of  California  and  New 
texico,  in  examination  as  to  their  character 
and  fitness  to  practice  law  in  those  respec¬ 
tive  States,  may  refuse  to  answer  questions 
or  enlighten  the  examining  board  about  their 
past  connections  and  associations  in  par¬ 
ticular  with  Communists  and  communistic 
organizations. 

“We  declare  the  past  acts  and  associations 
of  applicants  do  reflect  directly  upon  their 
character  and  fitness  and-nre  matters  rele¬ 
vant  for  consideration.  Whether  or  not  ope 
who  went  through  a  long  economic  depres¬ 
sion  should  have  had  the  strength  of  char¬ 
acter,  moral  fiber  and  stamina  to  withstand 
the  emotional  appeals  of  Communists — as 
most  good  citizens  did — or  whether  as  a 
weakling  he  succumbs  to  such  propaganda, 
is  relevant  in  the  analysis  and  determination 
of  the  character  of  such  individuals.  The 
United  States  Supreme  Court  is  wrong  in 
holding  that  such  acts  are  of  no  value  in  such 
determination. 

"Decisions  which  are  not  founded  on 
sound  legal  principles  or  common  sense  tend 
to  undermine  confidence  in  the  judicial  sys¬ 
tem  and  respect  for  the  courts. 

“We  further  state  that  one  who  is  unwill¬ 
ing  to  give  freely  all  relevant  information 
Regarding  his  history  and  past  associations 
Erasts  doubts  upon  his  moral  character  and 
less  to  practice  law  in  any  State  of  this 
UriVon;  and  such  refusal  is  a  relevant  factor 
to  dr  weighed  and  considered  by  a  fact¬ 
finding  body  on  character  and  fitness.  We 
furtherV  declare  that  although  the  United 
States  Supreme  Court  has  the  authority  to 
fix  its  owiustandards  of  character  and  fitness 
to  practice\in  the  Federal  courts  we  do 
not  recognizeNnor  concede  that  it  may  do  so 
for  the  courts\)f  the  several  States  of  this 
Union.” 

While  almost  a  majority  favored  immediate 
adoption  of  the  resolution,  there  were  a  num¬ 
ber  of  justices  who  wVe  in  sympathy  with  it 
but  felt  that  the  sulgject  should  await  a 
further  report.  Accordingly,  a  motion  was 
made  to  appoint  a  committee  to  report  back 
to  the  conference  next  yea\  and  the  resolu¬ 
tion  which  was  finally  adopted  declared  that 
the  chief  justices  were  very  much  concerned 
with  what  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  had  ruled. 

As  for  the  decision  in  the  Konigsberg  case 
to  which  reference  was  made,  tJUs  was 
decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Vnited 
States  by  a  6-to-3  vote.  Justices  Frankfur¬ 
ter,  Clark  and  Harlan  dissented.  In  nypt. 
Justice  Harlan,  in  his  lengthy  dissent,  wol 
up  with  this  observation:  “For  me,  today  1 
decision  represents  an  unacceptable  intru¬ 
sion  into  a  matter  of  State  concern.” 
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Public  Law  85-118 
85th  Congress,  H.  R.  7441 
August  2,  1957 


AN  ACT 


71  Stat.  329. 


Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit 
Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Home  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  tire  following 
sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  other¬ 
wise  appropriated,  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958, 
namely : 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


Department  of 
Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Ad¬ 
ministration  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act, 
19  58. 


TITLE  I— REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 


Agricultural  Research  Service 


) 


SALARIES  and  expenses 


For  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research  relating  to 
production  and  utilization,  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant 
and  animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related  inspection,  quarantine  and 
regulatory  work,  and  meat  inspection :  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed 
$75,000  of  the  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  :  Provided  further ,  That  appropria¬ 
tions  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  aircraft  and  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  one  for  replacement  only : 
Provided  further ,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available 
pursuant  to  title  5,  United  States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the  construc¬ 
tion,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless 
otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one  building  (except 
headhouses  connecting  greenhouses)  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  except 
for  five  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 
$20,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal 
year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750  or  4  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building, 
whichever  is  greater : 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  production  and 
^utilization  of  agricultural  products,  and  related  research  and  services, 
including  administration  of  payments  to  State  agricultural  experi¬ 
ment  stations;  $57,794,890:  Provided ,  That  the  limitations  contained 
herein  shall  not  apply  to  $1,955,000  for  the  construction,  alteration, 
and  repair  of  buildings,  and  acquisition  of  necessary  land  therefor 
by  donation  or  exchange,  or  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for  each 
facility ; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  operations  and 
measures  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases 
and  for  carrying  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine  and  regulatory 
activities,  as  authorized  by  law;  $26,082,000,  of  which  $1,000,000  shall 
be  apportioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
as  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects  and  plant  diseases 
under  the  joint  resolution  approved  May  9,  1938  (7  U.  S.  C.  148-148e), 
and  the  Act  of  August  13, 1954  (7  U.  S.  C.  148) ,  to  the  extent  necessary 
to  meet  emergency  conditions:  Provided ,  That  no  part  of  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  cost  or  value  of  trees,  farm  animals, 
farm  crops,  or  other  property  injured  or  destroyed  as  a  result  of  plant 
insect  and  disease  control  activities  except  potatoes  and  tomatoes  as 
authorized  under  the  Golden  Nematode  Act :  Provided  further ,  That, 


58  Stat.  742. 
60  Stat.  810. 


58  Stat.  742. 


64  Stat.  765. 
31  USC  665. 

52  Stat.  344. 
68  Stat.  717. 


62  Stat.  442. 

7  USC  150  note. 
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in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary,  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall 
be  expended  for  the  control  of  sweetpotato  weevil  in  any  State  until 
such  State  has  provided  cooperation  necessary  to  accomplish  this 
purpose,  or  for  barberry  eradication  until  a  sum  or  sums  at  least 
equal  to  such  expenditures  shall  have  been  made  available  by  States, 
counties,  or  local  authorities,  or  by  individuals  or  organizations  for 
the  accomplishment  of  this  purpose,  or  with  respect  to  the  golden 
nematode  except  as  prescribed  in  section  4  of  the  Golden  Nematode 
7  use  150c.  Act; 

Meat  inspection:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  laws  relating 
to  Federal  inspection  of  meat  and  meat-food  products  and  the  ap¬ 
plicable  provisions  of  the  laws  relating  to  process  or  renovated  butter; 
$16,826,000. 

STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico:  For  pay¬ 
ments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March  2,  1887  (7  U.  S.  C.  362,  363, 
365,  368,  377-379),  as  amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955 
7  use  36la-  (69  Stat.  671),  including  administration  by  the  United  States  De- 

361i.  partment  of  Agriculture,  $29,853,708;  and  payments  authorized  un¬ 

der  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act,  the  Act  ap- 
60  stat.  1089.  proved  August  14,  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1623),  $500,000;  in  all  $30,353,708. 

Penalty  mail:  For  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural  experiment 
stations,  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amended,  $250,- 
000. 

DISEASES  OF  ANIMALS  AND  POULTRY 

Eradication  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  in  the  arrest  and 
eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest,  contagious  pleuro¬ 
pneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infectious  diseases  of  animals,  or 
European  fowl  pest  and  similar  diseases  in  poultry,  and  for  foot-and- 
mouth  disease  and  rinderpest  programs  undertaken  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  and  the  Act  of  May  29, 
1884,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  391;  21  U.  S.  C.  111-122),  including 
expenses  in  accordance  with  section  2  of  said  Act  of  February  28, 1947, 
the  Secretary  may  transfer  from  other  appropriations  or  funds  avail¬ 
able  to  the  bureaus,  corporations,  or  agencies  of  the  Department  such 
sums  as  he  may  deem  necessary,  but  not  to  exceed  $1,270,000  for  eradi¬ 
cation  of  vesicular  exanthema  of  swine,  to  be  available  only  in  an 
emergency  which  threatens  the  livestock  or  poultry  industry  of  the 
country,  and  any  unexpended  balances  of  funds  transferred  under  this 
head  in  the  next  preceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged  with  such  trans¬ 
ferred  amounts:  Provided ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  subject 
to  applicable  provisions  contained  in  the  item  “Salaries  and  expenses, 
Agricultural  Research  Service’*. 


61  Stat.  7; 
23  Stat.  31. 
21  USC  114o . 


Extension  Service 


COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 


67  Stat.  83. 

7  USC  347a, 
348, 

60  Stat.  1089. 
7  USC  343. 


Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico :  For  payments 
for  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith-Lever 
Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953  (7  U.  S.  C.  341-348),  and 
the  Act  of  August  11, 1955  (69  Stat.  683^1) ,  $49,220,000 ;  and  payments 
and  contracts  for  such  work  under  section  204  (b)-205  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1623-1624),  $1,495,000;  in 
all,  $50,715,000:  Provided ,  That  funds  hereby  appropriated  pursuant 
to  section  3  (c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  shall  not  be  paid  to  any 
State,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  or  Puerto  Rico  prior  to  availability  of  an  equal 
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sum  from  non-Federal  sources  for  expenditure  during  the  current  fiscal 
year. 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents:  For  cost  of  employer's  share 
of  Federal  retirement  for  cooperative  extension  employees,  $5,260,000. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative  extension 
agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $2,164,000. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the  Smith-Lever 
Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953  (7  U.  S.  C.  341-348), 
and  the  Act  of  August  11, 1955  (69  Stat.  683-4),  and  extension  aspects 
of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1621-1627), 
and  to  coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the  extension 
work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States,  Territories,  and  insular 
possessions,  $2,096,540. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2,  1926  (7 
U.  S.  C.  451-457),  $578,000. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  research  and  service  to  improve 
and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating  to  agriculture  as 
authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C. 
1621-1627)  and  other  laws,  including  the  administration  of  marketing 
regulatory  acts  connected  therewith:  Provided ,  That  appropriations 
hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  5  U.  S.  C.  565a  for  the  con¬ 
struction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but 
unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  erecting  any  one  building  shall 
not  exceed  $10,000,  except  for  two  buildings  to  be  constructed  or 
improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $20,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering 
any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750  or  3 
per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater : 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates:  For  research  and 
development  relating  to  agricultural  marketing  and  distribution,  for 
analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income  and  population,  and  demand 
for  farm  products,  for  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  and  for  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  land,  $14,116,700 :  Provided ,  That  not  less  than  $350,000  of  the 
funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  continue  to 
gather  statistics  and  conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread 
between  the  farmer  and  the  consumer:  Provided  further,  That  no 
part  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  available  for  any  expense 
incident  to  ascertaining,  collating,  or  publishing  a  report  stating  the 
intention  of  farmers  as  to  the  acreage  to  be  planted  in  cotton,  or  for 
estimates  of  apple  production  for  other  than  the  commercial  crop ; 

Marketing  services :  For  services  relating  to  agricultural  marketing 
and  distribution,  for  carrying  out  regulatory  acts  connected  therewith, 
and  for  administration  and  coordination  of  payments  to  States,  $14,- 
274,900,  including  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  employment  at  rates  not  to 
exceed  $50  per  aiem,  except  for  employment  in  rate  cases  at  not  to 
exceed  $100  per  diem  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706 
(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574),  as  amended  bv  sec¬ 
tion  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  in  carrying  out 
section  201  (a)  to  201  (d),  inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938  (7  U.  S.  C.  1291)  and  section  203  (j)  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946. 
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- : - PAYMENTS  TO  STATES,  TERRITORIES.  AND  POSSESSIONS 

For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  and  depart¬ 
ments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  marketing  activities  under 
section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C. 
1623  (b) ),  $1,160,000. 


SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.  S.  C.  1751-1760),  $100,000,000:  Provided , 
That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance 
under  section  5  of  said  Act. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service, 
including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954 
(68  Stat.  908),  and  for  enabling  the  Secretary  to  coordinate  and 
integrate  activities  of  the  Department  in  connection  with  foreign 
agricultural  work,  including  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  representation 
allowances,  and  for  expenses  pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved 
August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  1034),  $4,002,300:  Provided ,  That  not  less 
than  $400,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  to  obtain  statistics  and  related  facts  on  foreign  production 
and  full  and  complete  information  on  methods  used  by  other  countries 
to  move  farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis: 
Provided  further ,  That  provisions  of  the  Act  of  August  1,  1956  (70 
Stat.  890-892),  and  provisions  of  a  similar  nature  in  appropriation 
Acts  of  the  Department  of  State  for  the  current  and  subsequent  fiscal 
years  which  facilitate  the  work  of  the  Foreign  Service  shall  be 
applicable  to  funds  available  to  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the 
Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1-I7a),  $832,000. 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service 
acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas 

For  necessary  expenses  to  formulate  and  carry  out  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  and  marketing  quota  programs  pursuant  to  provisions  of  title 
III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (7 
U.  S.  C.  1301-1393),  $40,715,000,  of  which  not  more  than  $6,380,100 
shall  be  transferred  to  the  appropriation  account  “Administrative 
expenses,  section  392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”. 

sugar  act  program 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.  S.  C.  1101-1160),  $67,662,500,  to  remain 
available  until  June  30  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  Provided , 
That  expenditures  (including  transfers)  from  this  appropriation  for 
other  than  payments  to  sugar  producers  shall  not  exceed  $2,124,500. 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

For  operating  and  administrative  expenses,  $6,376,700. 
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Rural  Electrification  Administration 


To  carry  into  eli'ect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act 
of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  901-924),  as  follows: 


LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said 
Act  as  follows:  Rural  electrification  program,  $179,000,000,  of  which 
not  to  exceed  $20,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  borrowed 
under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount 
is  required  during  the  fiscal  year  1958  under  the  then  existing  condi¬ 
tions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  development  of  the  rural  elec¬ 
trification  program;  and  rural  telephone  program,  $60,000,000,  of 
which  not  to  exceed  $10,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  bor¬ 
rowed  under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such 
amount  is  required  during  the  fiscal  year  1958  under  the  then  existing 
conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  development  of  the  rural 
telephone  program. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed  $500  for  finan¬ 
cial  and  credit  reports,  and  not  to  exceed  $150,000  for  employment  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August 
2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  $9,030,950. 

Farmers’  Home  Administration 

To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  titles  I,  II,  and  the  related  pro¬ 
visions  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1000-1031)  ;  the  Farmers’  Home  Administration 
Act  of  1946  (7  17.  S.  C.  1001,  note;  31  U.  S.  C.  82h;  12  U.  S.  C.  371; 
35  D.  C.  Code  535;  60  Stat.  1062-1080) ;  the  Act  of  July  30,  1946 
(40  U.  S.  C.  436-439) ;  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended  (16 
U.  S.  C.  590r-590x — -3),  for  the  development  of  facilities  for  water 
storage  and  utilization  in  the  arid  and  semiarid  areas  of  the  United 
States;  the  provisions  of  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended  (42  U.  S.  C.  1471-1483),  relating  to  financial  assistance  for 
farm  housing;  the  Rural  Rehabilitation  Corporation  Trust  Liquida¬ 
tion  Act,  approved  May  3,  1950  (40  U.  S.  C.  440-444)  ;  the  items 
“Loans  to  farmers,  1948  flood  damage”  in  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948 
(62  Stat.  1038),  and  “Loans  to  farmers,  property  damage”  in  the  Act 
of  May  24,  1949  (63  Stat.  82)  ;  the  collecting  and  servicing  of  credit 
sales  and  development  accounts  in  water  conservation  and  utilization 
projects  (53  Stat.  685,  719),  as  amended  and  supplemented  (16 
U.  S.  C.  590y,  z — 1  and  z — 10)  ;  and  the  Act  to  direct  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  convey  certain  mineral  interests,  approved  September 
6,  1950  (7  U.  S.  C.  1033-1039),  as  follows: 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  (including  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  taxes  under 
section  50  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  and 
advances  incident  to  the  acquisition  and  preservation  of  security  of 
obligations  under  the  foregoing  several  authorities,  except  that  such 
advances  under  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  shall 
be  made  from  funds  obtained  under  section  511  of  that  Act,  as 


49  Stat.  1363. 


7  USC  907, 
903. 


58  Stat.  742. 
60  Stat.  810. 


50  Stat.  522. 


60  Stat.  711. 
50  Stat.  869; 
63  Stat.  735. 

63  Stat.  432. 

64  Stat,  98. 


53  Stat.  1418; 

54  Stat.  1119. 

64  Stat.  769. 


50  Stat.  531. 
7  USC  1024. 


63  Stat.  432,438. 
42  USC  1471,1481. 
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50  Stat.  522, 
530. 


50  Stat.  524. 

7  USC  1007-1009. 

50  Stat.  869; 

68  Stat.  735. 

16  USC  590  r- 
590x-3. 

65  Stat.  240. 


amended)  :  Title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $24,000,000,  of  which  not  to  exceed 
$2,500,000  may  be  distributed  to  States  and  Territories  without  regard 
to  farm  population  and  prevalence  of  tenancy,  in  addition  to  the 
amount  otherwise  distributed  thereto,  for  loans  in  reclamation  projects 
and  to  entrymen  on  unpatented  public  land ;  title  II  of  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $180,000,000;  the  Act  of  August 
28,  1937,  as  amended,  $5,500,000:  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  the 
foregoing  several  amounts  shall  be  borrowed  in  one  account  from  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  set  forth 
under  this  head  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation  Act, 
1952. 


salaries  and  expenses 


7  USC  1005b  . 

68  Stat.  736. 
16  USC  590x-3. 


For  making,  servicing,  and  collecting  loans  and  insured  mortgages, 
the  servicing  and  collecting  of  loans  made  under  prior  authority,  the 
liquidation  of  assets  transferred  to  Farmers’  Home  Administration, 
and  other  administrative  expenses,  $29,089,500,  together  with  a  trans¬ 
fer  of  not  to  exceed  $950,000  of  the  fees  and  administrative  expense 
charges  made  available  by  subsections  (d)  and  (e)  of  section  12  of  the 
Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1005  (b) ) , 
and  section  10  (c)  of  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended. 


Office  of  the  General  Counsel 


For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or  dues  for  the 
use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field  service,  $2,943,000. 

Office  of  the  Secretary 


For  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture ;  expenses 
of  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Commission;  stationery,  sup¬ 
plies,  materials,  and  equipment ;  freight,  express,  and  drayage  charges ; 
advertising  of  bids,  communication  service,  postage,  washing  towels, 
repairs  and  alterations,  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses 
not  otherwise  provided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical  and  effi¬ 
cient  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture ;  $2,660,660. 

Office  of  Information 


34  Stat.  690. 
Yearbook  of 
Agriculture. 


28  Stat.  612. 


58  Stat.  742. 
60  Stat.  810. 


For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for  the  dis¬ 
semination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordination  of  in- 1 
formational  work  and  programs  authorized  by  Congress  in  the  De¬ 
partment,  $1,367,500,  of  which  total  appropriation  not  to  exceed 
$537,000  may  be  used  for  farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to 
the  interests  of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country,  an 
equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  delivered  to  or 
sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the  Senators,  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as  they  shall  direct  (7  U.  S.  C. 
417)  and  not  less  than  two  hundred  thirty  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
fifty  copies  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of 
part  2  of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as  the  Yearbook 
of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73  of  the  Act  of  January  12, 
1895  (44  U.  S.  C.  241)  :  Provided ,  That  in  the  preparation  of  motion 
pictures  or  exhibits  by  the  Department,  not  exceeding  a  total  of 
$10,000  may  be  used  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  <06  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574),  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a). 
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Library 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  dues  for  library  membership  in 
societies  or  associations  which  issue  publications  to  members  only  or 
at  a  price  to  members  lower  than  to  subscribers  who  are  not  members, 
$772,000. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 

For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Act 
of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.  S.  C.  590a-590f),  including  preparation  of 
conservation  plans  and  establishment  of  measures  to  conserve  soil 
and  water  (including  farm  irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such 
special  measures  as  may  be  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  silta- 
tion  of  reservoirs) ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classification 
and  mapping  of  soils;  dissemination  of  information;  purchase  and 
erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings;  and  operation  and 
maintenance  of  aircraft;  $72,545,000:  Provided ,  That  the  cost  of  any 
lermanent  building  purchased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of 
The  cost  of  constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system  and  con¬ 
necting  the  same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the  exception  of  build¬ 
ings  acquired  in  conjunction  with  land  being  purchased  for  other 
purposes,  shall  not  exceed  $2,500,  except  for  eight  buildings  to  be 
constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per  building 
and  except  that  alterations  or  improvements  to  other  existing  per¬ 
manent  buildings  costing  $2,500  or  more  may  be  made  in  any  fiscal 
year  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500  per  building :  Provided  further , 
That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  any  such  building  on  land  not  owned  by  the  Government : 
Provided  further ,  That  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  where  the  State 
has  established  a  central  State  agency  authorized  to  enter  into  agree¬ 
ments  with  the  United  States  or  any  of  its  agencies  on  policies  and 
general  programs  for  the  saving  of  its  soil  by  the  extension  of  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  to  any  soil  conservation  district  in  such  State,  the  agreements 
made  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  with  any  such  soil  con¬ 
servation  district  shall  have  the  prior  approval  of  such  central  State 
agency  before  they  shall  become  effective  as  to  such  district :  Provided 
further ,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be  expended  for 
soil  and  wrater  conservation  operations  under  the  Act  of  April  27, 
1935  (16  U.  S.  C.  590a-590f),  in  demonstration  projects:  Provided 
' urther ,  That  not  to  exceed  $5,000  may  be  used  for  employment  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (5  U.  S.  C.  574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August 
2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  :  Provided  further ,  That  qualified  local  engi¬ 
neers  may  be  temporarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to  perform  the 
technical  planning  work  of  the  service. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  surveys,  investigations,  and  re¬ 
search  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures,  including,  but  not  limited 
to,  engineering  operations,  methods  of  cultivation,  the  growing  of 
vegetation,  and  changes  in  use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Water¬ 
shed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954 
(16  U.  S.  C.  1001-1007),  and  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  April  27, 
1935  (16  U.  S.  C.  590a-590f),  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$25,500,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of 
funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for 
watershed  protection  purposes. 


49  Stat.  163. 


Restrictions. 

49  Stat.  163. 

58  Stat.  742. 
60  Stat.  810. 


68  Stat.  666. 
49  Stat.  163. 
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FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood  Control  Act, 
approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.  S.  C.  701-709),  as  amended  and  sup¬ 
plemented,  and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to 
the  activities  of  the  Department,  to  perform  works  of  improvement, 
including  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
17.  S.  C.  574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $13,220,000,  with 
which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore 
appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood  prevention 
purposes:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  such  funds  shall  be  used  for  the 
purchase  of  lands  in  the  Yazoo  and  Little  Tallahatchie  watersheds 
without  specific  approval  of  the  county  board  of  supervisors  of  the 
county  in  which  such  lands  are  situated. 

WATER  CONSERVATION  AND  UTILIZATION  PROJECTS 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the  Departme/ 
under  the  Acts  of  May  10,  1939  (53  Stat.  685,  719),  October  14,  19t<>— 
(16  U.  S.  C.  590y-z-10),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  June  28,  1949 
(63  Stat.  277),  and  September  6,  1950  (7  U.  S.  C.  1033-39) ,  relating 
to  water  conservation  and  utilization  projects,  to  remain  available 
until  expended,  $350,000,  which  sum  shall  be  merged  with  the  unex¬ 
pended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  to  said  Department 
for  the  purpose  of  said  Acts. 

Great  Plains  Conservation  Program 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program  of  conserva¬ 
tion  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section  16  (b)  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of 
August  7,  1956  (70  Stat.  1115-1117),  $10,000,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

Agricultural  Conservation  Program  Service 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program  authorized 
in  sections  7  to  15,  16  (a),  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  February  29,  1936,  as  amended 
(16  U.  S.  C.  590g-590  (o),  590p  (a)-590q),  including  not  to  excee/ 
$6,000  for  the  preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  di9v._ 
plays  at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United 
States;  $212,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  December  31  of  the  next 
succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the  program  of  soil-building 
and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices  authorized  under  this  head  in 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration 
Appropriation  Act,  1957,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1, 1956,  to 
December  31,  1957,  inclusive :  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  $24,698,000 
of  the  total  sum  provided  under  this  head  shall  be  available  during  the 
current  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses  for  carrying  out  such 
program,  the  cost  of  aerial  photographs,  however,  not  to  be  charged  to 
such  limitation;  but  not  more  than  $5,025,800  shall  be  transferred  to 
the  appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  section  392,  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938'’ :  Provided  further ,  That  none  of  the 
funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salaries  or  expenses 
of  any  regional  information  employees  or  any  State  information  em¬ 
ployees,  but  this  shall  not  preclude  the  answering  of  inquiries  or 
supplying  of  information  at  the  county  level  to  individual  farmers: 
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Provided  further ,  That  such  amount  shall  be  available  for  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  in  connection  with  the  formulation  and  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  1958  program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water- 
conserving  practices,  under  the  Act  of  February  29,  1936,  as  amended 
(amounting  to  $250,000,000,  including  administration,  and  no  partici¬ 
pant  shall  receive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where  the  participants 
from  two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved  practices 
designed  to  conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural  resources  of  the  com¬ 
munity)  :  Provided  further ,  That  not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the 
allocation  for  the  1958  agricultural  conservation  program  for  any 
county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  committee  and 
approval  of  the  State  committee,  be  withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  for  services  of  its  technicians  in  formulating  and 
carrying  out  the  agricultural  conservation  program  in  the  participat¬ 
ing  counties,  and  shall  not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
for  any  purpose  other  than  technical  and  other  assistance  in  such 
counties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  com¬ 
mittee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum 
ry  be  made  available  to  any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local  public 
agency  for  the  same  purpose  and  under  the  same  conditions :  Provided 
further ,  That  for  the  1958  program  $2,500,000  shall  be  available  for 
technical  assistance  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  practices  and  $1,000,000  shall  be  available  for  conservation 
practices  related  directly  to  flood  prevention  work  in  approved  water¬ 
sheds  :  Provided  further ,  That  such  amounts  shall  be  available  for  the 
purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming  material, 
or  any  soil-terracing  services,  and  making  grants  thereof  to  agricul¬ 
tural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices  approved 
by  the  Secretary  under  programs  provided  for  herein:  Provided 
further ,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  available  to  the  Department,  or 
any  bureau,  office,  corporation,  or  other  agency  constituting  a  part  of 
such  Department,  shall  be  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  salary  or  travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has  been  convicted 
of  violating  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious  political 
activities”,  approved  August  2,  1939,  as  amended,  or  who  has  been 
found  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  18,  United  States  Code, 
section  1913,  to  have  violated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section 
which  prohibits  the  use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of 
personal  services  or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any 
'anner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any  legislation  or 
/propriation  by  Congress  except  upon  request  of  any  Member  or 
through  the  proper  official  channels. 


49  Stat.  1148. 
16  USC  590g- 
590q. 


Restriction. 


53  Stat.  1147. 

5  USC  118k  note. 
62  Stat.  792. 


Soil  Bank  Programs 


CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation  reserve  program 
as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.  B.  C.  70  stat.  191, 
1831-1837  and  1802-1814),  $162,940,000 :  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  l96* 
$18,000,000  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  of  which  not 
less  than  $13,500,000  may  be  transferred  to  the  appropriation  account, 

“Local  administration,  section  388,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  52  stat.  68. 
1938”:  Provided  further ,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  7  use  1388. 
used  to  enter  into  contracts  with  producers  which  together  with  con¬ 
tracts  already  entered  into  would  require  payments  to  producers  (in¬ 
cluding  the  cost  of  materials  and  services)  in  excess  of  $325,000,000  in 
any  calendar  year,  and  for  purposes  of  applying  this  limitation,  prac¬ 
tice  payments  shall  be  chargeable  to  the  first  year  of  the  contract 
period. 
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Acreage  Reserve  Program 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  an  acreage  reserve  program  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  subtitles  A  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank 
70  Stat.  189,  Act  (7  U.  S.  C.  1821-1824  and  1802-1814),  $600,000,000:  Provided , 
196.  That  not  to  exceed  $34,500,000  of  the  total  sum  provided  under  this 

head  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  to  formulate 
and  administer  an  acreage  reserve  program  which  would  result  in 
total  compensation  being  paid  to  producers  in  excess  of  $500,000,000 
with  respect  to  the  1958  crops,  or  in  total  compensation  being  paid  to 
any  one  producer  in  excess  of  $3,000  with  respect  to  the  1958  crops. 

TITLE  II— CORPORATIONS 

The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby  authorized  to 
make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of  funds  and  borrowing 
authority  available  to  each  such  corporation  or  agency  and  in  accord, 
with  law,  and  to  make  such  contracts  and  commitments  without  r( 

61  stat.  584.  gard  to  fiscal  year  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Gov 
31  use  849.  ernment  Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary 
in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget  for  the  fiscal 
year  1958  for  such  corporation  or  agency,  except  as  hereinafter  pro¬ 
vided  : 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  :  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed 
$2,000,000  of  administrative  and  operating  expenses  may  be  paid  from 
premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

RESTORATION  OF  CAPITAL  IMPAIRMENT 

To  restore  the  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpor¬ 
ation  determined  by  the  appraisal  of  June  30, 1956,  pursuant  to  section 
52  stat.  107.  1  of  the  Act  of  March  8,  1938,  as  amended  (15  IT.  S.  C.  7l3a-l), 
$1,239,788,671. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any  activity  or  ai/ 
program  authorized  by  law :  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  $35,398,006  - 
shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Corporation 
including  uniforms,  or  allowances  therefor,  as  authorized  by  the  Act 
68  stat.  1114.  of  September  1, 1954  (5  U.  S.  C.  2131),  as  amended  :  Provided  further , 
That  $1,000,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  available  only  to  expand 
and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the  Corporation  pursuant  to  au¬ 
thority  contained  in  the  Corporation’s  charter:  Provided  further , 
That  not  less  than  7  per  centum  of  this  authorization  shall  be  placed 
64  stat.  765.  in  reserve  to  be  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
31  USC  665.  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at  such  time 
as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program  operations :  Provided 
further ,  That  all  necessary  expenses  (including  legal  and  special  serv¬ 
ices  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee  basis,  but  not  including  other 
personal  services)  in  connection  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  main¬ 
tenance,  improvement,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal  property 
belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an  interest,  including 
expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall  be  considered  as 
nonadministrative  expenses  for  the  purposes  hereof. 
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TITLE  III— SPECIAL  ACTIVITIES 

REIMBURSEMENTS  TO  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION  FOR  ADVANCES  FOR 

ANIMAL  DISEASE  ERADICATION  ACTIVITIES 

To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  authorized 
transfers  through  June  30,  1956  (including  interest  through  June  30, 

1957),  as  follows:  (1)  $1,853,450  for  sums  transferred  to  the  appro¬ 
priation  “Foot-and-mouth  and  other  contagious  diseases  of  animals 
and  poultry”,  fiscal  year  1956,  for  eradication  activities,  pursuant  to 
authority  contained  under  such  head  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act,  1956,  and  (2)  69  stat.  52. 
$16,728,210  for  sums  transferred  to  the  appropriation  “Salaries  and  21  use  129. 
expenses,  Agricultural  Research  Service”,  fiscal  year  1956,  for 
brucellosis  eradication,  pursuant  to  section  204  (e)  of  the  Act  of 
August  28, 1954,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  397).  68  stat.  900. 

REIMBURSEMENT  TO  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION  FOR  ADVANCES  FOR 
GRADING  AND  CLASSING  ACTIVITIES 

For  reimbursement  to  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  sums 
transferred  to  the  appropriation  “Marketing  research  and  service” 
through  June  30,  1956  (including  interest  thereon  through  June  30, 

1957),  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  31,  1951  (7  U.  S.  C.  414a),  for  65  stat.  239. 
grading  tobacco  and  classing  cotton  without  charge  to  producers,  as  50  stat.  62; 
authorized  by  law  (7  U.  S.  C.  473a,  511d),  $80,449.  49  stat.  732. 

SPECIAL  COMMODITY  DISPOSAL  PROGRAMS 

To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  authorized 
costs  (including  interest  through  June  30,  1957),  as  follows:  (1) 

$92,930,611  under  the  International  Wheat  Agreement  Act  of  1949, 

as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1641-1642)  ;  (2)  $94,483,518  for  commodities  63  stat.  945, 

disposed  of  for  emergency  famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples  pursuant 

to  title  II  of  the  Act  of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1703,  68  stat.  457. 

1721-1724)  ;  and  (3)  $637,000,000  for  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural 

commodities  for  foreign  currencies  pursuant  to  title  I  of  the  Act  of 

July  10, 1954,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1701-1709).  68  stat.  455. 

TITLE  IV— RELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Credit  Administration 

Not  to  exceed  $2,200,000  (from  assessments  collected  from  farm 
credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for 
administrative  expenses. 

Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation 

The  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  is  authorized  to  make 
such  expenditures,  within  available  funds  and  in  accordance  with  law, 
as  may  be  necessary  to  liquidate  its  assets:  Provided ,  That  funds 
realized  from  the  liquidation  of  assets  which  are  determined  by  the 
Board  of  Directors  to  be  in  excess  of  the  requirements  for  expenses  of 
liquidation  shall  be  applied  first  to  the  retirement  of  the  remaining 
Government  investment  in  the  capital  stock  of  the  Corporation  and 
then  to  dividends  which  shall  be  paid  into  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury. 

Federal  Intermediate  Credit  Banks 

Not  to  exceed  $3,375,000  (to  be  computed  on  an  accrual  basis)  of 
the  funds  of  the  banks  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expe.  su, 
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including  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  six  passenger  motor  vehicles 
for  replacement  only  and  services  performed  for  the  banks  by  other 
Government  agencies  (except  services  and  facilities  furnished  and 
examinations  made  by  the  Farm-Credit  Administration,  and  services 
performed  by  any  Federal  Reserve  bank  and  by  the  United  States 
Treasury  in  connection  with  the  financial  transactions  of  the  banks) ; 
and  said  total  sum  shall  be  exclusive  of  interest  expense,  legal  and 
special  services  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee  basis,  and  expenses  in 
connection  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improve¬ 
ment,  protection,  or  disposition  of  real  or  personal  property  belong¬ 
ing  to  the  banks  or  in  which  they  have  an  interest. 

TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  501.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law,  appropriations 
and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department  under  this  Act  shall  be 
available  for  the  purchase,  in  addition  to  those  specifically  provided 
for,  of  not  to  exceed  552  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement 
only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles.  jl 

Sec.  502.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting  the  employe 
ment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment  under  the  appropriation 
for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  503.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  shall 
be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor  as  authorized  by  the 
Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  C.  2131). 

Sec.  504.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be 
used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee  of  the  Department 
who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on  behalf  of  the  Department  or 
any  division,  commission,  or  bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be 
issued,  any  prediction,  oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  dam¬ 
age  threatened  or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future 
prices  of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  505.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or  incident  to 
research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable  domestic  product  is 
available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be 
expended  in  the  purchase  of  twine  manufactured  from  commodities 
or  materials  produced  outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  506.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropriations  of  the 
Department  for  research  and  service  work  authorized  by  the  Acts  of 
August  14, 1946,  and  July  28, 1954  (7  U.  S.  C.  427, 1621-1629),  shall  bj* 
available  for  contracting  in  accordance  with  said  Acts.  C 

Sec.  507.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this  Act  or  or 
the  funds  available  for  expenditure  by  any.  corporation  or  agency 
included  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  for  publicity  or  propaganda  pur¬ 
poses  to  support  or  defeat  legislation  pending  before  the  Congress. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act,  1958”. 

Approved  August  2,  1957. 
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